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and community programs for patients with 
kidney disease and for the conduct of train
ing related to such programs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 14902. A bill to require imported food

stuffs to meet standards required by the Fed
eral Government for domestic foodstuffs; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN: 
H.R. 14903. A bill to provide flexible inter

est rates for mortgages insured by the Fed
eral Housing Administration; to the Commit
tee on B~nking and Currency. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R. 14904. A bill to amend chapter 4 of 

title 23, United States Code, to provide safety 
standards for bridges, and for their inspec
tion; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (by request): 
H.R. 14905. A bill to authorize appropria

tions to the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. QUIE: 
H.R. 14906. A bill to designate the Veterans' 

Administration hospital in the District of 
Columbia as the Melvin J. Maas Memorial 
Hospital; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R. 14907. A bill to amend the Federal 

Credit Union Act; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 
H.R. 14908. A blll to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the rank of major 
general for the Chief of the Dental Service 
of the Air Force; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 14909. A bill to amend the Publlc 

Health Service Act to provide for a compre
hensive review of the medical, technical, so
cial and legal problems and opportunities 
which the Nation faces as a result of medical 
progress toward making transplantation of 
organs, and the use of artificial organs a 
practical alternative in the treatment of dis
ease; to amend the Publlc Health Service 
Act to provide assistance to certain non
Federal institutions, agencies, and organiza
tions for the establlshment and operation of 
regional and community programs for pa
tients with kidney disease and for the con
duct of training related to such programs; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H.R. 14910. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934, as amended, to give the 
Federal Communications Commission au
thority to prescribe regulations for the man
ufacture, import, sale, shipment, or use of 
devices which cause harmful interference to 

radio reception; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.R. 14911. A b111 to amend section 163 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide 
that loan origination fees (commonly re
ferred to as "points") imposed in connec
tion with home mortgage loans shall be de
ductible as interest thereunder; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON: 
H.R. 14912. A b111 to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to correct inequities in the pro
hibition of nepotism in government employ
ment; to the Committee on Post Oftlce and 
Civll Service. 

By Mr. DEL CLAWSON (for himself 
and Mr. BOB WILSON) : 

H.J. Res. 1014. Joint resolution to provide 
for the issuance of a gold medal to the widow 
of the late Walt Disney and for the issuance 
of bronze medals to the California Institute 
of the Arts in recognition of the distin
guished publlc service and the outstanding 
contributions of Walt Disney to the United 
States and to the world; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LEGGETT: 
H.J. Res. 1015. Joint resolution to provide 

for the designation of the second week of 
May of each year as National School Safety 
Patrol Week; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. McCLORY: 
H.J. Res. 1016. Joint resolution to provide 

for the issuance of a special postage stamp 
in commemoration of Dr. Enrico Fermi; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.J. Res.1017. Joint resolution to provide 

for the issuance of a special postage stamp 
in commemoration of Dr. Enrico Fermi; to 
the Committee on Post Oftlce and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. REIFEL (for himself and Mr. 
BERRY): , 

H.J. Res.1018. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of the second week of 
May of each year as National School Safety 
Patrol Week; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 
H.J. Res. 1019. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to proclaim August 11, 1968, 
as Family Reunion Day; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.J. Res. 1020. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.J. Res. 1021. Joint resolution to provide 

for the designation of the second week of 
May of each year as National School Safety 
Patrol Week; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. COLLIER: 
H. Con. Res. 621. Concurrent resolution con
cerning the need to demand payment of 
French World War I obligation; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona: 
H. Res. 1047. Resolution to reexamine the 

trade and tariff pollcy of the United States; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
303. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota, relative to special consideration for 
the development and the use of waters of the 
Upper Missouri River Basin in the Upper 
Great Plains States including South Dakota, 
which was referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 14913. A bill for the rellef of Antonio 

Peluso; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FLYNT: 

H.R. 14914. A bill for the rellef of the Clay
ton County Journal and Wilbur Harris; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 14915. A bill for the relief of Maria 

Amalia DaCruz Concalves; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 14916. A bill for the relief of Dr. Mari
anne Dierks; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 14917. A b111 for the relief of Luis En
rique Linares; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 14918. A bill for the rellef of Marla Do 
Santo Cristo Se Souza Malato; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 14919. A bill for the rellef of Nocera 
Rocco; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORTON: 
H.R. 14920. A bill for the relief of Helmar 

C. Schmidt; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: 
H.R. 14921. A bill for the relief of Pasquale 

(Pat) LaValle; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
233. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

Henry Stoner, Avon Park, Fla., relative to a 
suggested correction of the Congressional 
RECORD, which was referred to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

SE.NATE-Monday, January 29, 1968 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 

and was called to order by the Vice 
President. 

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, D.D., pastor, 
Capitol Hill Methodist Church, Washing
ton, D.C., offered the following prayer: 

Merciful Father, we know that You be
.stow upon Your children gifts that they 
.cannot gain for themselves. Grant unto 
the President, the Congress, and the peo
-ple the awareness that You are loving 
us in every disaster, lighting a way in 
every darkness, strengthening us in every 
weakness, and caring for us in every 
trouble. 

Give understanding today as our lead
ers must deal with present crises. For
give us for our sins and failures. Inspire 
all world leaders with calmness and self
control. Direct the thinking of men of 
all nations that peace may be found and 
guide our feet into paths of righteous
ness, truth, goodness, and love. We pray 
in the Master's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading o·f 
the Journal of the proceedings of Fri
day, January 26, 1968, be dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were communi
cated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one 
of his secretaries . 

THE BUDGET-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT <H. DOC. NO. 225) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
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which, with the accompanying docu
ment, was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
The budget I send you today reflects 

a series of difficult choices. They are 
choices we cannot avoid. How we make 
the choices will affect our future as a 
strong, responsible, and compassionate 
people. 

We now possess the strongest military 
capability that any nation has ever had. 
Domestically, we have enjoyed an un
paralleled period of economic advance. 
Nevertheless, we are confronted by a 
number of problems which demand our 
energies and determination. 

Abroad we face the challenge of an 
obstinate foe, who is testing our resolve 
and the worth of our commitment. While 
we maintain our unremitting search for a 
just and reasonable peace, we must also 
continue a determined defense against 
aggression. This budget provides the 
funds needed for that defense, and for 
the maintenance and improvement of 
our total defense forces. The costs of 
that defense--even after a thorough re
view and screening-remain very large. 

At home we face equally stubborn 
foes-poverty, slums and substandard 
housing, urban blight, polluted air and 
water, excessively high infant mortality, 
rising crime rates, and inferior education 
for too many of our citizens. In recent 
years, we have come to recognize that 
these are conquerable ills. We have used 
our ingenuity to develop means to attack 
them, and have devoted increasing re
sources to that effort. We would be dere
lict in our responsibilities as a great 
nation if we shrank from pressing for
ward toward solutions to these problems. 

But faced with a costly war abroad 
and urgent requirements at home, we 
have had to set priorities. And "priority" 
is but another word for "choice." We 
cannot do everything we would wish to 
do. And so we must choose carefully 
among the many competing demands on 
our resources. 

After carefully weighing priorities, I 
am proposing three kinds of actions: 

First, I have carefully examined the 
broad range of defense and civilian 
needs, and am proposing the selective ex
pansion of existing programs or the in
auguration of new programs only as nec
essary to meet those urgent requirements 
whose fulfillment we cannot delay. 

Second, I am proposing delays and de
ferments in existing programs, wherever 
this can be done without sacrificing vital 
national objectives. 

Third, I am proposing basic changes, 
reforms, or reductions designed to lower 
the budgetary cost of a number of Fed
eral programs which, in their present 
form, no longer effectively meet the needs 
of today. 

Federal programs bring important 
benefits to all segments of the Nation. 
This is why they were proposed and en
acted in the first place. Setting priorities 
among them, proposing reductions in 
some places and fundamental reforms in 

·others, is a difficult and a painful task. 
But it is also a duty. I ask the Congress 
and the American people to help me 
carry out that duty. 

Even after a rigorous screening of pri
orities, however, the cost of meeting our 
most pressing defense and civilian re
quirements cannot be responsibly fi
nanced without a temporary tax increase. 
I requested such an increase a year ago. 
On the basis of changed fiscal conditions, 
I revised my request in a special message 
to the Congress last August. I am renew
ing that request now. 

There is no question that as a nation 
we are strong enough, we are intelligent 
enough, we are productive enough to 
carry out our responsibilities and take 
advantage of our opportunities. Our abil
ity to act as a great nation is not at issue. 
It is our will that is being tested. 

Are we willing to tax our incomes an 
additional penny on the dollar to finance 
the cost of Vietnam responsibly? Are we 
willing to take the necessary steps to 
preserve a stable economy at home and 
the soundness of the dollar abro·ad? 

One way or the other we will be taxed. 
We c:an choose to aceept the arbitrary 
and capricious tax levied by inflation, 
and high interest rates, and the likeli
hood of a deteriorating balance of pay
ments, and the threat of an economic 
bust at the end of the boom. 

Or, we can choose the path of respon
sibility. We can adopt a reasoned and 
moderate approach to our fiscal needs. 
We can apportion the fiscal burden equi
tably and rationally through the tax 
measures I am proposing. 

The question, in short, is whether we 
can match our will and determination to 
our responsibilities and our capacity. 

BUDGET SUMMARY 

I am presenting my 1969 budget under 
the new unified budget concept unani
mously recommended by the ·bipartisan 
Commission on Budget Concepts I ap
pointed last year. Among the many 
changes recommended by the Commis
sion and incorporated in this year's 
budget presentation, two stand out: 

First, the. total budget includes the re
ceipts and expenditures of the trust 
funds, which were excluded from the 
traditional "administrative budget" 
concept. Because some $47 billion of 
trust funds are included in the new 
budget concept, its totals are much 
larger than those in the old adminis
trative budget. 

Second, when the Federal Govern
ment makes a repayable loan., the effect 
on the economy is very different than 
when it spends money for a missile, a 
dam, or a grant program. A loan is an 
exchange of financial assets. Unlike 
other outlays, it does not directly add to 
the income of the recipient. Conse
quently, the Commission on Budget Con
cepts recommended that the budget 
identify and distinguish "expenditures" 
from "lending," and, for purposes of 
evaluating economic impact, show a 
separate calculation of the surplus or 
deficit based on expenditure totals alone. 
My budget presentation follows this sig
nificant recommendation. 

This budget carries a special section 
showing the relationship between the 
new and the old concepts. 

The 1969 budget proposes outlays of 
$186.1 billion, of which: 

$182.8 b111ion is spending. 

$3.3 billion is net lending. 
Including the effects of the tax in

crease I am proposing, revenues in fiscal 
year 1969 are estimated at $178.1 billion. 

On the new budget basis, the overall 
deficit of $8.0 billion anticipated in 1969 
compares with an estimated deficit of 
$19.8 billion in 1968. Thus, the reduction 
in the deficit is estimated to be $11.8 
billion. 

A better measure of the direct impact 
of the Federal budget on the Nation's 
income and output is given by the ex
penditure account <which excludes the 
lending programs of the Federal Govern
ment) . The expenditure deficit in fiscal 
year 1969 is estimated at $4.7 billion, a 
reduction of $9.3 billion from 1968. 

Between 1968 and 1969 the normal 
growth in revenues-associated with ris
ing incomes and business activity-is ex
pected to be $11.5 billion. This more than 
covers the rise in budget outlays between 
the two years-estimated at $10.4 bil
lion. Consequently, all of the revenues 
from the proposed surcharge and the 
speedup in corporate tax payments will 
be applied towards reducing the budget 
deficit. 

To carry forward the proposals in the 
budget, I am requesting new budget au
thority of $201.7 billion for 1969, of which 
$141.5 billion will have to be provided 
through appropriation bills or similar ac
tion during the current session of Con
gress. The remainder will become avail
able under existing law without current 
congressional action, including the so
cial insurance trust funds and interest 
on the public debt. 

SUMMARY OF THE BUDGET AND FINANCIAL PLAN 

[Fiscal years. In billions] 

1967 1968 1969 
Description actual esti· esti-

mate mate 

Bud~et authority (largely appro-
pnations): 

$135.4 $125.1 Previously enacted ___________ 
Proposed for current action by Congress _________________ • 3. 3 $141.5 
Becoming available without 

58.7 69.9 current action by Congress •• 73.1 
Deductions for interfund and 

intragovernmental transac-
tions and applicable receipts. -11.5 -11.8 -12.9 

Total, budget authority ___ 182.6 186.5 201.7 

Receipts, expenditures, and net 
lending: 

Expenditure account: 
149.6 155.8 178.1 Receipts ________________ 

Expenditures (excludes net 
153.2 169.9 182.8 lending) ________ ----

Expenditure deficit(-)_ -3.6 -14.0 -4.7 

Loan account: 
Loan disbursements ______ 17.8 20.9 20.4 
Loan repayments ________ -12.6 -15.1 -17.1 

Net lending ___________ 5.2 5. 8 3.3 

Total budget: 
149.6 155.8 178.1 Receipts ________________ 

Outlays (expenditures and 
158.4 175.6 186.1 net lending) _________ 

Budget deficit(-) _____ -8.8 -19.8 -8.0 

Budget financin~: 
20.8 8. 0 Borrowing rom the r.ublic ____ 3.6 

Reduction of cash ba ances, etc_ 5. 3 -1.0 (1) 

Total, budget financing _____ 8. 8 19. 8 8. 0 
Outstanding debt, end of 1966 

year: actual 
Gross amount out-standing __________ 329.5 341.3 370.0 387.2 
Held by the public ___ 265.6 269.2 290.0 298.0 

1 Less than $50,000,000. 
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FISCAL PROGRAM FOR 1969 

Economic background.-The overall 
:fiscal policy for 1969 has been designed 
to achieve four major goals: 

Continuation of sustained growth in 
jobs and real income for the American 
people. 

Lessening of inflationary pressures. 
Improvement in the U.S. balance of 

payments. 
Reduction in Federal borrowing, aimed 

at reducing the upward pressure on in
terest rates. 

In M·arch, the American economy will 
achieve a new milestone as it enters its 
eighth year of sustained expansion. No 
prior period in our history has been 
marked by an expansion of such long 
duration. Each month that we continue 
to move ahead creates its own new 
record. And this record translates into 
jobs, incomes, and rising living stand
ards for the American people. 

During the past 4 years, the continued 
expansion has resulted in: 

The creation of 7 and a half million 
new jobs; 

An increase of 21% in national output; 
A rise of 18.8% in per capita income 

after taxes and after adjustment for 
price change; 

A rise of 12% in output per man-hour 
in the private sector of the economy; 

A decline of 6% million in the num
ber of people living in poverty; and 

A rate of unemployment which, for the 
past 2 years, has averaged less than 4% 
of the labor force and now stands at 
3.7%. 

Many factors contributed to this un
paralleled achievement. But chief among 
them was the flexible use of :fiscal pol
icy-particularly the tax reductions and 
reforms of 1962, 1964, and 1965. A lag
ging economy was set in motion and sus
tained in expansion through these 
actions. 

Between calendar years 1961 and 1965, 
economic growth was accompanied by a 
remarkable degree of price stability. 
Wholesale industrial prices rose by about 
one-half of 1% per year. The annual in
crease in consumer prices was about 
1%%. 

Since 1965, however, our economic 
achievements have been marred by an 
accelerated rate of price increases. Al
though these increases have not been as 
great as those in many other industrial 
countries, the consumer price index in 
the past 2 years has risen at an annual 
rate of 2.9%, and wholesale industrial 
prices at an annual rate of 1.8%. 

Interest rates on loans and securities 
of all types have advanced sharply, first 
in 1966, and then after a short period 
of decline, again in 1967. Our balance of 
payments deficit-which had been re
duced from $3.9 billion in 1960 to $1.4 bil
lion in 1966-took a sharp turn for the 
worse in 1967. 

The problems of rising prices and in
terest rates, and a worsening balance of 
payments, arise from many causes. And 
their correction will require a variety of 
measures. But central to any attack upon 
them is a :fiscal policy which-through 
a combination of expenditure control and 
tax increase-sharply reduces the inap-

propriate stimulus of a large Federal 
budget deficit in today's vigorous 
economy. 

We are now spending approximately 
$25 billion annually to support our efforts 
in Vietnam-in the 4 :fiscal years, 1966 
through 1969 combined, we will have 
spent more than $75 billion. Our annual 
expenditure for this purpose amounts to 
about 3% of gross national product. 
Other outlays, exclusive of social insur
ance trust funds, have been declining as 
a share of the Nation's income and out
put in recent years. It is not the rise in 
regular budget outlays which requires a 
tax increase, but the cost of Vietnam. 
BUDGET OUTLAYS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS NATIONAL 

PRODUCT 

[Fiscal years. In percent) 

Total outlays: 
Vietn11m. _____________ 
Social insurance trust 

funds. ______ ___ ----
Other outlays __________ 

1 Less than 0.05 percent. 

Average, 1965 
1958~0 actual 
actual 

(1) 

3 3. 4 
16 14.6 

1968 
esti
mate 

3. 1 

4.2 
14.2 

1969 
esti
mate 

3. 0 

4. 4 
13.9 

The tax increase I am requesting is 
in the same form as the one I recom- 
mended last year-a temporary 10% sur
charge on individual and corporation in
come taxes. I again strongly urge its 
early approval by the Congress, with an 
effective date of January 1, 1968, for 
corporations and April 1, 1968, for 
individuals. 

With enactment of the tax measures 
proposed in this budget-the surcharge, 
extension of excises, and the accelera
tion of corporate tax collections-the 
total budget deficit can be cut by 
more than half between 1968 and 1969. 
Without the tax measures, the deficit in 
1969 would remain close to $20 billion 
for the second year in a row. In an econ
omy already moving strongly upward, 
such a ·deficit in 1969 would clearly add 
sharply to inflationary pressures. 

Inflation robs the purchasing power 
of those living on fixed incomes. It is a 
regressive tax which strikes hardest at 
those least able to afford it-the poor 
and the elderly. 

By raising the price at which we must 
sell in foreign markets, inflation also 
causes our export industries to suffer 
and our imports to increase more rap
idly. Perhaps even more importantly, 
failure to take decisive :fiscal action to 
reduce our budget deficit would raise 
strong doubts throughout the world 
about America's willingness to keep its 
financial house in order. 

Finally, unless we take action to re
duce the budget deficit significantly, 
Federal borrowing is likely to be so large 
as to drive up interest rates and reduce 
the availability of credit, especially to 
home buyers, small businessmen, and 
State and local governments. 

Revenues.-The $178.1 billion in esti
mated revenues for fiscal year 1969 in
cludes $12.9 billion from the tax measures 
I am proposing-the temporary income 
tax surcharge, the extension of present 
excise tax rates, and the speedup in cor
poration tax payments. 

As I have repeatedly noted, the tem
porary surcharge represents a modest 
addition to our current tax bills. It 
would spread most equitably and fairly 
the eost of the commitments we must 
meet. It would exempt entirely from in
creased taxation about 17 million Ameri
cans whose low incomes place them 
within the :first two tax brackets. It would 
not be haphazard and capricious like the 
tax of inflation. In terms of the income 
of individuals subject to the surcharge, 
the tax increase would average about on~ 
additional penny on the dollar. And, un
like inflation, it can be removed prompt
ly if no longer warranted by our unusual 
outlays in Southeast Asia. 

I am also proposing that the telephone 
excise tax of 10% and the automobile 
excise tax of 7% be extended at these 
rates beyond April 1, 1968, instead of 
dropping to 1% and 2%, respectively, as 
provided in present law. In addition, the 
Congress should enact the proposals 
made last year to modify the provisions 
for current payment of the corporate 
income tax s·o that they correspond to 
the current payment provisions appli
cable to individuals. 

BUDGET RECEIPTS 
[Fiscal years. In billions) 

Source 1967 1968 1969 
actual estimate estimate 

Individual income taxes ____ $61.5 $67.7 $80.9 
Corporation income taxes. __ 34.0 31.3 34.3 Excise taxes _______________ 13.7 13.8 14.7 
Employment taxes _________ 27.8 29.7 34.2 
All other receipts __________ 12.6 13.3 14.1 

TotaL ••• -------- ___ 149.6 155.8 178.1 
Under existing law ____ _____ 149.6 152.8 165.0 
Under proposed legislation: 

3. 0 Tax measures _________ 12.9 
User charges __________ .3 

An estimated $4.4 billion of the in
crease in revenues in 19-69 will come from 
employment taxes which :finance social 
security and other trust fund programs. 
Under the recent amendments to the So
cial Security Act, the annual wages on 
which each employee's social security 
taxes are paid rose from $6,600 to $7,800 
as of January 1, 1968, and the combined 
employer-employee payroll tax will in
crease from 8.8% to 9.6% on January 1, 
19·69. 

I am also recommending a number of 
new and increased user charges for pro
grams in which the services provided by 
the Federal Government yield direct 
benefits to specific individuals and busi
nesses. These cha::-ges-notably in the 
field of transportation-will, .and should, 
shift the burden of :financing from the 
general taxpayer to those who benefit 
directly, and make the provision of these 
services dependent upon the willingness 
of the user to pay for them. 

Outlays.-The $186.1 billion in total 
budget outlays for 19-69 represents an 
increase of $10.4 billion from the current 
:fiscal yeat. Almost all of this increase is 
.accounted for by rising outlays for de
fense and for relatively :fixed charges 
under present laws. 

Of the total $10.4 billion increase: 
$3.3 billion is for national defense; 
$4.2 billion is for the Federal Govern-

ment's social insurance programs (chief
ly social security and Medicare); 
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$1.6 billion is for the second step of $1.3 billion is for other relatively fixed 

the civilian and military p,ay increase charges (interest, public assistance, vet-
enacted last year; and erans pensions, etc.) . 

CONTROLLABILITY OF BUDGET OUTLAYS 

[Fiscal years. In billions) 

Type of controllability 1967 1968 1969 Change, 
actual estimate estimate 1968-69 

National defense .• _____ -------- __ -------- ___________ --------------- _________ $70.1 $76.5 $79.8 +$3.3 
Relatively uncontrollable civilian programs: · 

Open-ended programs and fixed costs: 
Social security, medicare, and other social insurance trust funds __________ 30.3 34.3 38.5 +4.2 
Interest. .. __________ •• ------------------------------.-.------------ 12.5 13. 5 14.4 +.9 
Civilian and military pay increase.------- -- ------ --------------------- 1.6 +1.6 
Veterans pensions, compensation, and insurance ________________________ 4.9 5. 1 5. 2 +.1 

5. 7 Public assistance grants _______ ------ .. _--- .... -------- __________ .. ___ 4.2 5.2 +.5 
Farm price supports (Commodity Credit Corporation>----- ---- ---- ------- 1.7 2.8 2. 9 +.1 
Postal operations .... ______ ._. ____ ... _ ........ _ .. ____ ..• _._. _____ ._ .. .8 . 7 .3 -.4 

. 3 .4 (1) Legislative and judiciary ________________ ---------------- •• ----- ______ .4 
2. 4 2. 7 2.8 +.1 Other ___ ._ ..• ____ . ______ ••• _ .. -... -.---- .. ------------- ••• ---------

Subtotal, relatively uncontrollable civilian programs ••• ---------------- 57. 1 64.7 71.8 +7.1 
Relatively controllable civilian programs, including outlays from prior year contracts 

35.2 39.0 39.5 +.5 and obligations. __ . __ •• __ . ___ .. --------------------------·- .. ----------- .• 
Undistributed intragovernmental payments (-) .••. ----------------------------. -4.0 -4.6 -5.0 -.5 

Total budget outlays .••. ________ •••••.•... -------------- ••••.• --------- 158.4 175.6 186.1 +10.4 

1 Less than $50,000,000. 

Outlays in relatively controllable civil
ian programs are estimated to rise by 
$0.5 billion from 1968 to 1969. This rise 
is more than accounted for by an in
crease of $1¥2 to $2 billion in payments 
on prior contracts and obligations. On 
the other hand, budget outlays by the 
Federal National Mortgage Association 
trust fund are scheduled to decline. All 
other outlays in relatively controllable 
civilian programs will be essentially un
changed from 1968 to 1969. 

Within this relatively stable total, 
however, there are a large number of 
individual increases a.nd decreases. Tight 
budgeting does not mean an indiscrimi
nate "hold-the-line" on all programs. 
Rather, it implies a rigorous application 
of priorities, providing increases where 
needs are urgent and returns high, slow
ing the growth of programs with less 
urgent priority, and reducing outlays 
where requirements have decreased or 
programs have become outmoded. 

In the application of this priority sys
tem, my budget provides selective in
creases for a number of urgent domestic 
programs, particularly: 

Manpower training; 
Model cities; 
Programs to control the rising crime 

rate; · 
Family planning and health care for 

mothers and infants; 
Air and water pollution control; and 
Research in better methods of educa

tion, and assistance in increasing the 
supply of qualified teachers. 

These and the other selected programs 
for which I am recommending increases, 
respond to the most urgent needs of our 
Nation today-the basic problems of 
poverty, crime, and the quality of our 
environment. I urge the Congress to give 
them the most careful consideration. We 
can ignore these problems only at grave 
risk of harm to the fabric of our society. 

BUDGET OUTLAYS 
[Fiscal years. In billions) 

Description 1967 
actual 

1968 1969 Change 
estimate estimate 1968--£9 

National defense _________ $70.1 $76.5 $79.8 +$3.3 
Social security, medicare, 

and other social insur-
ance trust funds _______ 30.3 34.3 38.5 +4.2 

BUDGET OUTLAYS-Continued 
[Fiscal years. In billions) 

Description 1967 1968 1969 Change 
actual estimate estimate 1968-69 

Other major social 
programs: 

Education ... __________ $4.0 $4.5 $4.7 +$.2 
Health (excluding med-

icare). ______ ... ___ _ 3.4 4. 4 4. 9 +.5 
Labor and manpower ___ 1.1 1.3 1.5 +.2 
Economic opportunity 

programs.---------_ 1.5 1.9 2. 0 +.1 
Welfare ...••. --------. 3. 9 4.6 4. 9 +.3 
Urban community de-

velopment, and low 
and moderate income 
housing _______ . _____ 1.1 2. 0 2. 3 +.4 

Regional development._ .2 .4 .5 +.1 
Interest._. ______ ---.- .. 12.5 13.5 14.4 +.9 
Ci~ilian and military pay 

1.6 +1.6 mcrease. ___ ----------
All other__ ______________ 34.2 36.9 36.0 -.8 
Undistrbuted intragovern-

mental payments (-) __ -4.0 -4.6 -5.0 -.5 

To a !budget outlays. 158.4 175.6 186. 1 +10.4 

At the same time as I propose selected 
increases, I have taken other steps to 
hold budget totals to the minimum con
sistent with the national security and 
well-being. My budget provides for: 

The cutback of controllable programs 
in 1968 which the Congress enacted upon 
my recommendation; 

Reductions, deferrals, and program re
forms, which would reduce program 
levels in a variety of Federal activities 
by $2.9 billion in 1969; 

A determined effort to slow the pace 
of federally financed construction pro
grams as much as possible consistent 
with orderly government and sound 
practices; 

A careful review of all budget requests 
to insure that increases are recom
mended only in case of high priority 
programs. 

Budget authority.-Before Federal 
agencies can spend or lend funds, the 
Congress must enact authority for them 
to incur financial obligations and make 
the payments required to meet these ob
ligations. Most of this authority is pro
vided in the form of appropriations. 

For fiscal year 1969, a total of $201.7 
billion of such authority is proposed: 

New obligational authority of $197.1 
billion for expenditure account pro
grams, and 

Lending authority of $4.6 billion for 
loan account programs. 

Not all of this authority will be fully 
obligated or spent in 1969; some of it is 
needed to provide the authority for ma
jor procurement, construction, loan con
tracts, and other large-scale activities in 
which obligations made in one year re
sult in outlays over a period of years. 

Of the total budget authority recom
mended for 1969, the Congress would 
have to act on $141.5 billion during the 
current session. The remaining author
ity will become available under existing 
law without further action by the Con
gress. Such authority consists chiefly of 
trust fund programs (under which the 
revenues of the special taxes and other 
specific receipts financing the programs 
are automatically appropriated) and in
terest on the public debt. 

The authority for 1969 which the Con
gress is being asked to enact is $13.1 bil
lion greater than the current estimate 
for 1968, but only $6.1 billion higher than 
the amount enacted 2 years ago. Current 
action by the Congress to provide budget 
authority varies widely from year to year 
because in several large programs-high
ways, TV A electric power construction, 
and the special assistance functions of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, for example--budget au
thority is provided in 1 year to cover a 
number of succeeding years. In fiscal year 
1968, there is a considerable decline in 
the amount of such multiyear authority. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

[Fiscal years. In billions) 

Description 

Available through current action by 
the Congress: 

Previously enacted. _____ .. _. __ • 
Proposed in thi > budget__ ______ _ 
To be requested separately: 

For supplemental requirements 
under present law ________ _ 

Upon enactment of proposed 
legislation._. ___ . _____ ••.. 

Allowances: 
Civilian and military pay in-

crease ___________________ _ 
Contingencies .•. ____ .•. _ .. __ 

Subtotal, available through 
current action by the 

1967 1968 1969 
actual estimate estimate 

$135. 4 $125. 1 

3. 0 

.2 

"$138:4 

(I) 

.9 

1.6 
.6 

Congress______ _________ 135.4 128.4 141.5 

Available without current action by 
the Congress (permanent au-
thorizations): 

Trust funds. ___ ____ -----. ____ . 
Interest on the public debt__ ___ _ 
Other ____ .. ___ ---------------

lnterfund and intragovernmental 
transactions(->-------------

Applicable receipts from the pub-
lic<->--------- ----- ------ ---

Total budget authority _____ _ 

1 Less than $50,000,000. 

41.7 50.1 
13.4 14. 4 
3. 6 5.4 

-6.6 -7.4 

-4.9 -4.4 

182.6 186.5 

54.0 
15.2 

3.9 

-8.2 

-4.6 

201.7 

Of the $15.2 billion increase in total 
budget authority in 1969, $6.2 billion is 
for the Department of Defense and mili
tary assistance program, $3.9 billion is 
available for trust funds, $0.9 billion is 
for interest on the public debt, and $1.6 
billion for the military and civilian pay 
raises effective July 1, 1968. 

The remaining increase in budget au
thority totals $2.6 billion. Major increases 
in this remainder are: 

$586 million for public assistance and 
payments to the Medicare trust fund. 

$597 million for foreign economic as-
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sistance, to meet minimal development 
needs, primarily in Latin America and 
Asia, following the reductions in this 
program last year. 

$442 million for Federal manpower ac
tivities of civilian agencies. 

$163 million for the Office of Economic 
Opportunity (apart from the manpower 
activities) . 

$245 million for the Atomic Energy 
Commission, largely associated with the 
new Sentinel antiba111stic missile system. 

$688 million for the Model Cities pro
gram. 

Major decreases from 1968 to 1969 in
clude: 

$401 million for construction grant 
programs of the Office of Education. 

$254 million for the Post Office, reflect
ing the postal rate increase enacted in 
1967. 

$204 million for health construction 
grants. 

$218 million for the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administration, because 
requirements for the Apollo program are 
declining. 

$81 million for certain Corps of Engi
neers construction activities. 
. This budget includes for :fiscal year 
1968 $3.4 billion in supplemental appro
priations recommended for enactment 
this year, along with the related outlays. 
Of this total, $1.1 billion represents the 
current year's cost of the pay raise for 
Federal personnel, over and above 
amounts the agencies have been able to 
absorb. The other major supplemental 
requirement is $1.6 billion for the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, largely for welfare payments 
and medical assistance, and for the Gov
ernment's payments to the health insur
ance trust fund. 

BUDGET PROGRAM REDUCTIONS AND REFORMS 

In this budget I am recommending two 
kinds of measures to reduce Federal out
lays. 

First. I am proposing certain reduc
tions which primarily reflect the strin
gent nature of the 1969 budget. I am, for 
example, recommending a temporary re
duction in certain construction programs, 
not because they have outlived their use
fulness, but because a deferral of this 
construction is appropriate in a period 
when we must relieve inflationary pres
sures by reducing the deficit. 

These reductions reflect a cut in exist
ing program levels in terms of obliga
tions, commitments, or contracts, which 
can be aocomplished without substan
tially altering the chaTacter of rthe a.f
fected program. Such reducrtioo:s are esti
mruted to bring 196·9 programs some $1.6 
billion below 1968 appropliwted levels. 

Second. I am recommending long-run 
reforms and modifications to eliminate 
certain programs or make them more 
effective. As the economic and social pro
file of the Nation changes, Federal pro
grams must also change---or run the risk 
of being inappropriate, ineffective, and 
irrelevant. 

Under the reform proposals, the pro
gram level of older outmoded activities 
would be reduced, or, in certain cases, 
charges for bene:flts would be imposed or 
substantially increased. These proposed 
reforms are estimated to reduce the 

1969 budgetary burden for these pro
grams by $1.2 billion below the prior 
year's levels. The corresponding amount 
for 1970 is estimated at $1.4 billion. 

Change will not be easy. Many revi
sions will require legislation, for which 
I seek congressional support and ap
proval. Many of these programs have 
lived long lives and recipients have be
come accustomed to enjoying their bene
fits. Nevertheless, today's priorities de
mand change-no matter how , difficult 
it maybe. 

The expenditure savings from these 
reductions and reforms will not all oc
cur in 1969, but will be spread over sev
eral years. These proposals, shown in the 
accompanying table, will touch nearly 
every major agency in the Federal Gov
ernment. 

BUDGET PROGRAM REDUCTIONS AND REFORMS 

[Fiscal years. In millions) 

Agency and program 

BUDGET REDUCTIONS 

Agriculture: 
Farm operating loans_·······-·············· Rural electrification loans __________________ _ 
Forest roads and trails ____________________ _ 
Sewer and water loans. _________ __________ _ 
Water and sewer grants ___________________ _ 
Watershed protection program •••• _._ •••• _ ••• 
Flood prevention program __________________ _ 
Agricultural research.- --- ·················· 
Forest protection and utilization ____________ _ 
Great plains conservation program_ •••••••••• 
Other •• _ •• ---- •• _____ •• _ •••• ___ •••• __ •••• 

Subtotal, Agriculture ____________________ _ 

Commerce: Ship construction _________________________ _ 
Research, Maritime Administration ______ ••••• 

Subtotal, Commerce •••• ·--·--··········--

Health, Education, and Welfare: 
College facility grants·--···········--·----· 

~~~~t~ ~~su~~~~~~cfiW~~ng;ri:t~~c\~~~~~ ~~~~~~ 
School aid to federally impacted areas _______ _ 
Medical library construction grants ______ ••••• 

Subtotal, Health, Education, and Welfare. __ _ 

Housing and Urban Development: 
Grants for basic water and sewer facilities •••• Public facility loans ________ _____ ____ ______ _ 
Special assistance for market rate mortgages, 

Federal National Mortgage Association ____ _ 

Subtotal, Housing and Urban Development. 

Interior: 
Reclamation program •••••• __ •••• _ •••••••••• 
Indian construction programs·--············ 
Road programs ___ ---------------·········· 
Sport fisheries construction ••• ___ -----------
Commercial fisheries construction ___________ _ 

Subtotal 1 Interior. ______ ------ __ -····-··· 
Justice: Elimmation of new prison construction._ 
State: Educational exchange _____ ._._ •• _ ••••••• 

Atomic Energy Commission: 
Production of special nuclear materials ••••••• 
Nuclear rocket program ___________________ _ 
Space electric power. : .----------·········· 
Civilian application of nuclear explosives (Plow-

share) ••••••••••• ·-·-·-················· 

Genera~~~~~~~~sA~~~ii~i;~;:t,~n~0~~~~~~~rio-n-.~~ 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration: 

Manned and unmanned exploration and other 
programs_···········-··················-· 

National Science Foundation: Institutional science 
programs---·····------··--··············· 

Small Business Administration: 
Business loans._._ •••••• ··········-····-·· Economic opportunity loans ________________ _ 
Investment company loans •••••••••••••••••• 

Subtotal, Small Business Administration •••• 

Total, budget reductions •••••••••••••••••• 

Cuts below 
1968 pro

gram level, 
as funded, 

1969 

-$50 
-45 
-29 
-22 
-3 

-17 
-11 
-15 
-2 
-2 
-1 

-197 

-156 
-7 

-163 

-224 
-120 
-29 
-17 
-10 

-400 

-25 
-10 

-27 

-62 

-27 
-22 
-6 
-5 
-1 

-61 
-1 
-1 

-12 
-10 
-8 

-6 

-36 
-143 

-447 

-31 

-40 
-25 
-25 

-90 

-1,632 

BUDGET PROGRAM REDUCTIONS AND REFORMS-Con. 
[Fiscal years. In billions) 

Agency and program 

PROGRAM REFORMS 
Agriculture: Al!ricultural conservation 

program-limit to practices with long-term benefits ____ _____________ _____ 
Health, Education, and Welfare: School 

aid to federally impacted areas-tie 
payments more closely to Federal bur-
den. ---- -- ------------------- ----

Housing and Urban Development: Pri-
vate housin~-place greater reliance 
on the pnvate market (requiring 
change in statutory interest rate ceil-
ings) ••••••• __ _____ •• ------- ------

Labor: Institute user char~es to recover 
expenses under Longs oremen and 
Harbor Workers Compensation AcL 

Transportation: 
Airway services-increase taxes on 

users __ ____ •• ____ ___ ___ •••• __ ••• 
Waterways-impose tax on users. __ • 
Highway truckmg-increase tax on 

diesel fuels and apply graduated 
use tax by weight.. _____________ 

Subtotal, Transportation •••••••• 

Veterans' Administration: 
Compensation-eliminate statutory 

f~6~;~~sii~:- _ ~~~~~ •• 0~. -~~~~~~~ 
Burial benefits-eliminate duplication 

with social security ______________ 
Pensions-count railroad retirement 

benefits as part of income in setting 
amount of veteran's pension _____ • 

Subtotal, Veterans' Administra-tion ____ ____________________ 
Small Business Administration: Disaster 

loans-employ more equitable and 
rigorous criteria ___________________ 

Water resources ~rojects of several 
agencies-raise t e interest rate used 
for evaluating projects •••••••••••••• 

Total, program reforms ___________ 

Grand tota~ budget program reduc-
tions an reforms, 1969 ________ . 

Cuts below 
1968 pro

gram level, 
as funded 

1969 1970 

-$120 -$120 

-100 

-669 -669 

-3 -3 

-40 -55 
-7 -14 

-239 -250 

-286 -319 

-54 -54 

-46 -46 

-7 -7 

-107 -107 

-50 -50 

(1) (1) 
-1,235 -1,368 

-2,867 

'While no immediate savings are realized , the long-term 
effect could be substantial. 

There have been suggestions for a 
long-range study of Federal programs, 
evaluating their effectiveness and pro
posing reforms. Clearly, more study of 
potential program reforms is needed. My 
proposals this year represent a :first step 
on which we can and should act now. 

Throughout the years, it has been 
easier to discuss the need to restructure 
older Government programs, than actu
ally to change them. I urge the Congress 
to take prompt and favorable action in 
support of these proposals to cull out 
lower priority programs. 

FEDERAL DEBT 

On the basis of all revenues and out
lays included in the new unified budget, 
the Federal debt held by the public will 
increase to an estimated $298 billion on 
June 30, 1969, from $290 billion at the 
end of fiscal year 1968. A substantial 
amount of Federal debt is not held by 
the public but by Government agencies 
and trust funds. Federal gross debt-
which is the sum of the amount held by 
the public and within the Government-
is estimated at $387.2 billion at the end 
of fiscal year 1969. 

During the past year the Congress 
substantially revised the permanent 
statutory debt limit, which applies to 
concepts used in previous budgets. It also 
provided for temporary further increases 
beginning with the fiscal year 1969, to 



January 29, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 1225 
take care of seasonal fluctuations. On the 
basis of the present fiscal outlook, and 
assuming enactment of the new tax 
measures which I have proposed, it 
should not be necessary to seek revision 
of the limit during this session of the 
Congress. 

If and when it becomes necessary to 
revise the statutory limit, some modifica
tions in the scope and nature of the limit 
may be appropriate, in line with the 
recommendations of the Commission on 
Budget Concepts. 

FEDERAl DEBT AND BUDGET FINANCING 

(End of fiscal years. In billions! 

Description 1967 1968 1969 
actual estimate estimate 

Federal debt held by the public __________________ $269.2 $290.0 $298.0 
Plus debt held bJ Federal 

agencies an trust 
funds. __________ ----- 72.2 80.0 89.2 

Equals gross Federal debL 
Of which: 

341.3 370.0 387.2 

Treasury debt_ ______ 322.9 344.1 356.7 
Other agency debL •• 18.5 25.9 30.5 

Budget financing: 
Borrowing from the public. _______________ 
Reduction of cash 

3.6 20.8 8.0 

balances, etc ________ 5.3 -1.0 (1) 

Total budget financing __ 8.8 19.8 8.0 

Total budget deficit_ ___ -8.8 -19.8 -8.0 

t less than $50,000,000. 

Under the revised concepts presented 
in this budget, the Federal debt includes 
a wider range of Federal securities than 
the direct obligations of the Treasury 
Department, which have formerly been 
regarded as the public debt. Under the 
new concept, the debt includes: 

Direct obligations of the Treasury; 
Securities issued by other Federal 

agencies; and 
Certificates of participation in assets 

of Federal agencies issued by the Export
Import Bank and by the Federal National 
Mortgage Association for itself and as 
trustee for several other agencies. 

In total, agency obligations other than 
Treasury securities will amount to an 
estimated $25.9 billion on June 30, 1968, 
and will increase to $30.5 billion by June 
30, 1969. 

Increases in borrowing from the public 
represent the primary means of financing 
the budget deficit. Lesser amounts are 
available from time to time by drawing 
down the Treasury's cash balances or 
from a portion of the seigniorage on the 
Government's minting operations. 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 

The budget covers all the expenses 
which can be reasonably anticipated in 
the coming year. To assure that the total 
takes into account the inevitable uncer
tainties in estimating for a future period, 
$2.2 billion in the new obligational au
thority and $2.0 billion in expenditures 
have been included as special allowances 
for 1969. These allowances provide for: 
<1 > Civilian and military pay mcreiases 
required by law, and (2) unforeseen con
tingencies and the possible costs of new 
programs for which definite estimates 
cannot be made at the present time. 

The Government's program and budg
tOXIV--78-Part 1 

et for 1969 are outlined briefly in the 
table and sections that follow. 

BUDGET OUTlAYS 
(Fiscal years. In billions! 

Function 1967 1968 1969 
actual estimate estimate 

Expenditures: 
National defense _________ $70.1 $76.5 $79.8 

Excluding special Viet-nam ___ ____ _________ (50. 0) (52. 0) (54. 0) 
International affairs and finance. ____________ 4.1 4.3 4. 5 

Excluding special Viet-
nam ________________ (3. 7) (3. 9) (4. 0) 

Space research and tech-
no logy _____ ----------- 5.4 4.8 4.6 

Agriculture and agricul-
tural resources •• ------ 3.2 4.4 4.5 

Natural resources ______ __ 2.1 2. 4 2.5 
Commerce and transporta-tion __________________ 

7.3 7. 7 8.0 
Housing and community 

• 7 development_ _________ .6 1.4 
Health, labor, and welfare. 39.5 46.4 51.9 Education _______________ 3.6 4.2 4. 4 
Veterans benefits and services ______________ 6.4 6.8 7.1 
Interest_ __________ ----- 12.5 13.5 14.4 
General government_ _____ 2.5 2.6 2.8 
Allowances: 

Civilian and militarY pay 
increase _____ -------

-·----.-~ 
1.6 

Contingencies._. ______ .4 
Undistributed intragovern· 

mental payments: 
Government contribu· 

tion for employee 
retirement ( ->------ -1.7 -1.9 -2.0 

Interest received by 
trust funds (->--- -2.3 -2.7 -3.0 

Total expenditures ___ 153.2 169.9 182.8 
Total e~enditur~sl 

exclu mg specta 
(132. 7) (144. 9) (156. 5) Vietnam __________ 

Net lending: 
International affairs and 

finance.-------------- .5 . 7 . 7 
Agriculture and agricul-

1.2 .9 1.1 tural resources ________ 
Housing and community 

1.7 3. 3 1.4 development_ _________ 
All other ________________ 1.7 .9 .1 

Total net lending ______ 5.2 5.8 3.3 

Total outlays __________ 158.4 175.6 186.1 
Total outl~s, excluding 

(137. 9) (150. 6) (159. 8) special ietnam ••• _. 

Naroional defense.-In a world of 
shrinking distances, our own peace and 
security is bound up with the destiny 
of other nations. The defense budget for 
1969 reflects our resolve to preserve the. 
independence of Vietnam and to provide 
the forces essential for safeguarding our 
national security and international ob
ligations. 

Since 1961, excluding those forces 
added because of operations in Vietnam, 
we have increased our military capabil
ity in every essential category. Our ac
complishments include: 

A 45% increase in the number of com
bat-assigned Army divisions-from 11 
to 16; 

A 62% increase in the funds for gen
eral ship construction and conversion to 
modernize the fleet; 

A 200% increase in the number of 
guided-missile surface ships; 

A 20% increase in the number of Air 
Force tactical fighter and attack air
craft, and a 100% increase in the total 
payload capability of all fighter and 
attack aircraft--Air Force, Navy, and 
Marine Corps; 

A 400% increase in our fixed-wing air
lift capability-an increase which will 
reach 1,000% in the 1970's with the in
troduction of the mammoth C-5A trans
port; and 

A 185% increase in the number of nu
clear weapons in the strategic alert 
forces. . 

While we stand ready to enter mean
ingful discussions with the Soviet Union 
on the limitation of strategic forces, it is 
necessary to assure that our defense ca
pabilities remain equal to any challenge 
or threat. I am therefore recommending 
funds in this budget which will: 

Maintain our decisive strategic deter
rent by: continuing to convert our stra
tegic missile force to the more effective 
Minuteman ITI and Poseidon; equipping 
those missiles with multiple, independ
ently targeted warheads and aids to help 
them penetrate enemy defenses; and 
modernizing our manned bomber force 
with additional FB-111 aircraft and im
proved short range attack missiles . 

Proceed with procurement of the Sen
tinel missile defense system to meet the 
threat posed by the emerging Chinese 
nuclear capability. In addition, we will 
begin a revamping of our air defenses. 

Augment the firepower, mobility, and 
readiness of our general purpose forces 
by improving their air defenses, buying 
new fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters, 
and procuring other new weapon systems. 
We will also replenish munitions, · sup
plies, and equipment consumed in Viet
nam. 

Improve further our airlift-sealift ca
pability by additional purchases of the 
giant C-5A aircraft and initial procure
ment of the fast deployment logistics 
ship . 

Continue the vigorous research and 
development effort which constitutes the 
Nation's i!nvestment in our future na
tional security. 

To accomplish these improvements, to 
meet all of our requirements in Vietnam, 
and to meet the full year's cost of the 
October 1967 civilian and military pay 
raise will require an increase of $3.3 
billion in outlays for national defense in 
1969. 

We can and will meet all of our essen
tial defense requirements. But we intend 
to insure that our defense dollars are 
spent as efficiently and effectively as pos
sible. At my request, the Department of 
Defense will continue its searching re
view to reduce costs and to defer or 
stretch out all programs in which econ
omies can be effected without reducing 
overall defense readiness. 

International affairs and finance.
Through its international programs, the 
United States seeks to promote a peace
ful world community in which all na
tions can devote their energies toward 
improving the lives of their citizens. We 
Share with 1ail govemmenrts, plartiet1:hwly 
those of the developed nations, responsi
bility for making progress toward these 
goals. 

The task is long, hard, and often frus
trating. But we must not shrink from the 
work of peace. We must continue be
cause we are a Nation founded on the 
ideals of humanitarian justice and lib
erty for all men. We must continue be
cause we do not wish our children to in
herit a world in which two-thirds of the 
people are underfed, diseased, and poorly 
educated. 

The $2.5 billion in new obligational 
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authority requested for 1969 for the eco
nomic assistance program is essential 
to the success of our efforts. Most of our 
assistance is provided in concert with 
other industrialized nations, some of 
whom devote a larger proportion of their 
economic resources to this purpose than 
we do. 

Our assistance, even when combined 
with the growing contribution of other 
industrial nations, cannot itself guaran
tee the economic growth of developing 
nations. But it can provide the crucial 
margin of difference between success and 
failure for those countries which are un
dertaking the arduous task of economic 
development. Since outside aid cannot 
substitute for effective self-help, we will 
continue to direct our economic assist
ance to those countries willing to help 
themselves. 

The 1969 economic assistance program 
will continue the trend toward increas
ing concentration on improved agricul
ture, education, health, and family 
planning. The economic aid program I 
am proposing will: 

Accelerate growth in Latin America 
by modernizing agriculture and expand
ing education, and help lay the founda
tions for a Common Market, as agreed 
at Punta del Este last April. 

Support India's recovery from reces
sion and drought, and assist Pakistan's 
drive toward self-sufficiency in food. 

Promote progress in the villages of 
Southeast Asia by helping them build 
schools, roads, and farms. 

More than 90% of our AID expendi
tures in 1969 will be for purchases made 
in the United States, and I have directed 
intensified efforts to increase this per
centage. 

Upon completion of negotiations now 
in progress, I shall recommend legisla
tion to authorize a U.S. contribution to 
a multilateral replenishment of the re
sources of the International Develop
ment Association, which is managed by 
the World Bank. I shall also request 
an increase in our subscription to the 
callable capital of the Inter-American 
Development Bank <IDB); this action 
will enlarge the borrowing and lending 
capacity of this vital Alliance for 
Progress institution without requiring 
expenditure of U.S. Government funds. 
These resources, together with our pro
posed contributions to the !DB's Fund 
for Special Operations and the Asian 
Development Bank, will permit us to pro
vide effective support for sound develop
ment projects while we share the finan
cial burden with other donors. Our con
tributions will include adequate balance 
of payments safeguards. 

To assure sufficient food supplies for 
the developing countries, I am propos
ing extension of the Food for Freedom 
program beyond its expiration date of 
December 31, 1968. 

The Export-Import Bank will contin
ue to assist the growth of U.S. exports, 
so essential to our balance of pay
ments. I will propose legislation to es
tablish a new Export Expansion Pro
gram to guarantee, insure, and make 
direct loans for U.S. exports which do 
not qualify for Bank financing under 
existing criteria. 

Space research and technology.-This 

Nation's leadership in advanced tech
nology was challenged 10 years ago by 
Sputnik and again 7 years ago by the 
first Soviet manned flight. We responded 
to these challenges with energy and 
imagination. We decided to create ana
tional capability to operate in space. 
We established as a principal goal the 
development of launch vehicles and 
spacecraft large enough to transport men 
to the moon. We joined the strengths of 
our universities, industry, and govern
ment to accomplish this goal, to expand 
our knowledge of space, and to attain a 
leading position in aeronautics and space 
technology. 

Our continuing stream of progress has 
been marked by many dramatic suc
cesses and by only a few tragic setbacks. 
The Mercury and Gemini programs have 
clearly demonstrated our progress in 
manned space flight. The recent, highly 
successful launch of the huge Saturn V 
rocket emphasizes the great strides we 
have made in creating a large launch 
vehicle capability. We will resume 
manned flight tests of the Apollo space
craft this year, and proceed toward the 
manned lunar expedition. 

To meet our most urgent national 
needs in some areas requires us to reduce 
spending in others. New obligational au
thority requested for the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration in 
this budget is about $220 million below 
the 1968 amount. Expenditures will be 
$230 million below 1968, $850 million be
low 1967, and over $1.3 billion less than 
in 1966. This reduction reflects our prog
ress beyond the costly research and de
velopment phases of the manned lunar 
mission, as well as the immediate need 
to postpone spending for new projects 
wherever possible. 

Based on a careful examination of pri
orities, the 1969 budget provides increases 
in some areas to prepare for important 
advances in future years, while deferring 
other less urgent, new projects. The pro
duction of our large Saturn-class space 
boosters is continued but at a reduced 
rate. The development of a nuclear 
rocket engine to increase the capability 
of our Saturn V launch vehicle is also 
continued, but at a smaller size and 
thrust than originally planned, to reduce 
development cost. 

We will not abandon the field of plane
tary exploration. I am recommending de
velopment of a new spacecraft for launch 
in 1973 to orbit and land on Mars. This 
new Mars mission will cost much less 
than half the Voyager program included 
in last year's budget. Although the scien
tific result of this new mission will be 
less than that of the Voyager, it will still 
provide extremely valuable data and 
serve as a building block for planetary 
exploration systems of the future. 

Agriculture and agricultural re
sources.-In recent years, Federal agri
cultural commodity programs have suc
ceeded in adjusting farm production to 
domestic and export needs. Wheat acre
age was increased in 1967 to permit addi
tional food aid for developing countries 
faced with low crop production. Cotton 
acreage will be increased in 1968 since 
surplus cotton stocks have been elimi
nated. 

The commodity programs have helped 

raise incomes for many of our farmers. 
However, many poorer families living in 
rural areas benefit little from these pro
grams. The combination of rapidly rising 
farm productivity and more slowly grow
ing demand for farm products has left 
many rural people with low incomes. The 
result has been a massive migration to 
the cities, limited job opportunities for 
people remaining in rural areas, and 
widespread rural poverty. 

Rising farm inoome plays a major role 
in improving economic conditions in 
rural areas. But other measures are 
needed: 

The Secretary of Agriculture is work
ing with other Federal agencies and local 
groups to help more rural people partici
pate in Federal programs that provide 
increased economic opportunities and 
improved living conditions. 

Legislation now before the Congress 
should be enacted to aid the establish
ment of multicounty area development 
districts. These districts would provide 
a broad base for planning and coordinat
ing the development of public services 
and facilities in rural areas. 

Capital needs of Rural Electrifica.Jtion 
Administration borrowers to provide nec
essary electric power and telephone fa
cilities in rural areas continue to expand. 
Legislation should be enaoted to establish 
a cooperative bank for the telephone loan 
program and to permit the use of revolv
ing funds for both the electric and tele
phone programs. 

The Wholesome Meat Act of 1967 pro
vides a new guarantee of safety for the 
American consumer. Under this act it 
will be possible to bring the same assur
ance of wholesomeness for meat sold in 
intrastate commerce as for meat now in
spected under the Federal system. 

Natural resources.-Federal programs 
to protect and develop our natural re
sources help strengthen our economic 
base and provide recreational oppor
tunity for an expanding population. 

The 1969 budget calls for deferral of 
some lower priority resource activities. 
But adequate provision has been made 
to: 

Protect our forests, conserve our fish 
and wildlife, and develop our mineral 
resources; 

Acquire new recreaJtion areas; 
Clean up the Nation's water; and 
Continue water resource development. 
Construction costs have been rising 

sharply in recent years-by 5% in 1966 
and 6% in 1967. To reduce the impact of 
Federal construction activities on the 
economy, I am recommending that on
going water resource projects be con
tinued at minimum rates. In many cases 
this will require a delay in present con
struction schedules. New water resource 
development projects of the Corps of En
gineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the Department of Agriculture, which 
had been recommended for starting in 
1968 or had been added by the Congress, 
will be started over the 2-year period, 
1968 and 1969. A small number of addi
tional projects will be proposed for start
ing in 1969. 

The Water Resources Council is devel
oping a more appropriate interest rate 
to be applied in formulating and evaluat
ing water projects. The revised rate will 
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be related to the average estimated cur
rent cost to the Treasury of long-term 
borrowing. It will be higher than the rate 
now in use for project evaluation. The 
new rate will be applied to future proj
ects in order to assure the most effective 
use of Federal funds in the development 
of the Nation's water resources. 

Legislation to establish a National 
Water Commission is already before the 
Congress and is essential if we are to 
deal more effectively with the Nation's 
critical water problems. 

We must also take steps to safeguard 
our scenic and historic areas and antici
pate the resource needs of future gener
ations. Legislation has been proposed and 
should be enacted promptly to authorize: 

The Redwoods National Park in north
ern California; 

The North Cascades National Park 
and National Recreation Area in the 
State of Washington; 

The Apostle Islands National Lake-
shore in Wisconsin; 

A National Scenic Rivers System; 
A Nationwide System of Trails; and 
The Central Arizona Project. 
I also recommend legislation to: 
Augment the revenues of the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund by use of part 
of the mineral leasing receipts from the 
Outer Continental Shelf; and 

Establish a Federal-State system for 
regulation of surface mining operations. 

Commerce and transportation.-Many 
of the Nation's most urgent needs can be 
secured only with the dividends provided 
by continued economic growth. In addi
tion to its overall fiscal policy, the Fed
eral Government contributes to this 
growth in a variety of ways. For example, 
we: 

Provide aid to American businesses, 
and stimulate increased competition; 

Assist depressed areas of the Nation to 
share the fruits of prosperity; and 

Encourage safe and efficient systems of 
transportation and communication. 

These are our long-standing goals, 
which require a slightly different em
phasis each year to focus our efforts on 
the emerging needs of a rapidly chang
ing society. The budget for 1969 is re
sponsive to this need by: 

Encouraging private business to cre
ate job opportunities for those living in 
blighted urban areas; 

Enhancing the well-being of seriously 
depressed regions by helping selected 
communities take better advantage of 
existing Federal grant programs; 

Strengthening centers of potential 
economic growth within depressed re
gions to reduce excessive migration to 
larger urban centers where job oppor
tunities often are not available; 

Improving our balance of payments, 
by increasing assistance to businesses to 
expand their exports and by attracting 
more tourists to the United States; and 

Providing improved statistics to aid 
business, labor, and government in sus
taining economic growth. 

Our economic growth and well-being 
rely heavily on fast, efficient movement 
of goods and people. The 1969 budget 
provides for continuing development of 
a prototype civil supersonic transport, 
for further tests of high-speed ground 
transportation, and for an expanded re
search program to stimulate innovation 

in our congested urban transportation 
systems. 

I have directed the Secretary of 
Transportation to develop recommen
dations for providing and financing the 
facilities and services required to meet 
the long-term needs of the Nation's 
rapidly growing air transportation net
work. 

I am also proposing a broad program 
of transportation user charges to apply 
the test of the marketplace to these ac
tivities, and to relieve the general tax
payer of some of the burdens of financing 
special benefits for certain individuals 
and industries. 

While we prepare for the future, we 
cannot overlook the urgent demands of 
the present. Safety will continue to re
ceive high priority in the 1969 budget 
program. We must attack the tragic toll 
of traffic fatalities on the Nation's high
ways and equip our airways to handle 
increased air traffic safely and efficiently. 

Housing and community develop
ment.-Most Americans lead a com
fortable life, in comfortable homes and 
comfortable surroundings. But millions 
of families are still crowded into housing 
unfit to live in, located in squalid sur
roundings, and burdened with wornout 
facilities and inadequate services. With
out some assistance and the development 
of new techniques, our private economy 
cannot now provide good housing at costs 
these families can afford. Our cities can
not afford all the essential facilities and 
services. The Federal Government must 
continue and expand its assistance. 

I propose to the Congress that we 
launch a program, in cooperation with 
private industry and labor, to build 6 
million new housing units for low- and 
middle-income families over the next 10 
years. 

Under existing legislation and the new 
measures I will propose, we can begin 
this program in :fiscal year 1969 with 
300,000 housing 'Wlits. 

Federal aids for State and local serv
ices, especially those for education, 
health, manpower training, and basic in
come support are, to a large extent, 
directed at needy families. In addition, 
housing and community development 
programs are aimed more specifically at 
improving their surroundings. This 
budget provides: 

$1 billion for the 63 Model Cities now 
planning their programs to concentrate 
assistance to some 3. 7 million people 
living in the most blighted areas of 
these cities, and for approximately 70 
cities expected to start their planning in 
the late spring. 

$1.4 billion of advance funding for the 
urban renewal program for 1970, allow
ing the communities to start planning 
their action programs now. 

To provide decent housing for all 
Americans, the housing industry must 
be able to compete on equal terms with 
other sectors for needed resources. How
ever, in the past 2 years, housing has 
been at a disadvantage in competing for 
investment funds. The tax increase I 
have proposed will help solve this prob
lem. In addition, specific steps to over
come the competitive disadvantage are 
being proposed to the Congress, in
cluding: 

Authority to lift the ceiling on interest 
rates for FHA and VA mortgages, which 
currently discourages savers from in
vesting in mortgages. 

An orderly transfer of ownership of 
the Government's activities in the sec
ondary mortgage market to private 
hands, so that private capital can be 
raised and mortgages purchased as re
quired by market conditions. 

Despite substantial progress, our urban 
problems remain complex. Their solu
tions will be difficult. Our understanding 
of the basic nature of the problems and 
of the correct solutions is deficient. To 
remedy this deficiency, the 1969 budget 
provides for a doubling of the general 
research funds available to the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment. 

Detailed recommendations to augment 
our efforts to solve housing and urban 
problems will be presented in a separate 
message to the Congress. 

Health, labor, and welfare.-Programs 
that help develop our most valuable re
source-our people-are essential to the 
long-run growth and vitality of the Na
tion. No society can flourish unless its 
people have opportunities for jobs and 
the skills to perform them, receive ade
quate health care, and are free from the 
fear of basic economic insecurity. The 
1969 budget will permit us to further 
these objectives. 

Outlays for these programs are esti
mated at $51.4 billion, of which over 
7 5% will be provided through trust 
funds which are largely self-financed. 

Health.-Since 1963, Federal outlays 
for health have increased six-fold-from 
$1.7 billion to $10.7 billion. Medicare has 
provided insurance coverage against 
hospital and doctors' bills for nearly all 
older Americans. Under Medicaid, medi
cal assistance has been extended to 8.5 
million needy individuals. The number 
of medical and dental schools has been 
significantly increased, new mental re
tardation clinics and mental health cen
ters are providing services, and infant 
mortality has been reduced. 

But our job is far from complete. This 
budget will reinforce our partnership 
with State and local governments in at
tacking health problems; speed research 
findings to victims of heart, cancer, 
stroke, and related diseases; intensify 
the attack on air pollution; expand 
health care for mothers and children; 
and increase voluntary family planning 
services. 

To broaden and supplement these ef
forts , I will propose legislation to: 

Attack the problem of infant mortal
ity by providing, for families which can
not afford it, access to health services 
from prenatal care for the mother 
through the child's first year. 

Increase the supply of health man
power. 

Establish more effective leadership and 
an improved personnel system for the 
health activities of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Labor and manpower.-The oppor
tunity to work in a meaningful job is a 
fundamental right in our society. This 
opportunity is denied those who are ill
equipped through lack of education and 
job skills, and those who are handicapped 
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by the effects of discrimination and a 
slum environment. 

The 1969 budget provides for a wide 
range of manpower programs which will 
enable 1.3 million Americans to start on 
the road to economic self-sufficiency and 
individual dignity. Another 230,000 dis
abled Americans will be restored to pro
ductive employment through the voca
tional rehabilitation program. 

The Concentrated Employment Pro
gram, which brings together a wide range 
of manpower and related services in se
lected geographic areas, will be expanded 
to an additional 70 areas-35 of them 
rural. This will bring to 146 the number 
of the Nation's most severe unemploy
ment areas which will be served by this 
intensive effort. 

Major increases are also planned in 
programs to enlist private employers in 
training and employing the hard-core 
unemployed. State and local manpower 
planning will be strengthened, and man
power activities in the Department of 
Labor have been restructured to improve 
delivery of manpower services. 

Legislation will be proposed to: 
Update the unemployment insurance 

program by extending coverage, raising 
benefit levels for unemployed workers, in
creasing the length of benefits under 
certain circumstances, correcting abuses, 
and providing for services which would 
increase the workers' employability. 

Reduce threats to the health and safe
ty of workers through a comprehensive 
Federal-State program and assure work
men's compensation benefits to uranium 
miners who contract lung cancer. 

Economic opportunity programs.
Poverty in the midst of plenty casts an 
ugly shadow on our society. We have a 
commitment to remove that shadow. 

We know that poverty cannot be 
eradicated overnight. But we must per
sist in our efforts to help those oppressed 
by poverty-whether they live in blighted 
urban areas or in impoverished rural 
counties. Work and training programs 
are being expanded and increasingly 
aimed at helping the poor. In addition, 
this budget will enable the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity to provide: 

Improved planning capability of local 
Community Action Agencies. 

Services for a full academic year to 
202,000 children through Head Start and 
a summer program for 450,000 children 
to remove basic disadvantages suffered 
by poor children on entering school. 

Head Start Follow Through to help 
79,000 children retain the gains provided 
by the Head Start program. 

Assistance to make a college education 
possible for 31,000 deprived but talented 
youths through the Upward Bound pro
gram. 

Comprehensive family health services 
for the poor through nearly 50 neighbor
hood health centers. 

New approaches are being tested 
through cooperation among Federal 
agencies in multipurpose neighborhood 
center demonstration projects in 14 
cities. These centers will develop service 
systems to render assistance more effec
tively to those in need. 

Although the task is great and the 
problem complex, we have, in recent 
years, made substantial strides in reduc
ing poverty. Between 1963 and 1967, the 

number of people living in poverty fell 
from over 35 million to less than 29 mil
lion, and from 19% of our population to 
under 15%. But 29 million poor people 
are still far too many. 

In addition to programs of the Office 
of Economic Opportunity, various other 
Federal programs provide assistance to 
help reduce the number of those living 
in poverty. 

FEDERAL AID TO THE POOR 1 

[Fiscal years. In billions] 

Category 1960 1963 1967 1968 1969 
actual actual actual estimate estimate 

Education ___ ____ $0.1 $0. 1 $2. 0 $2. 3 $2.5 
Work and training ( 2) (2) 1.0 1.2 1.6 
Health __ _____ ___ .6 . 9 3. 2 4. 1 4. 7 
Cash benefit pay-

8. 3 10. 4 12.8 14.6 15.9 ments ___ _____ 
Other social wei-

fare and eco· 
nomic services .5 1.0 2.0 2. 4 2.9 

TotaL ___ 9. 5 12.5 21.1 24.6 27.7 

1 Figures represent new obligational authority for Federal 
funds and expenditures in the case of trust funds. 

2 Less than $50,000,000. 

Social security and public assistance.
The 1967 Social Security Amendments 
represent a major stride toward improv
ing the incomes of 24 million of our peo
ple-the aged, the permanently disabled, 
and survivors or dependents. These bene
ficiaries are fortunate enough to have 
been covered by social insurance. 

Other, less fortunate members of our 
society must depend on welfare. To assist 
those welfare recipients who cannot find 
work because of a lack of training and 
responsibility for dependent children at 
home, this budget provides $100 million 
for training and $35 million for child 
care services. 

The transition from welfare recipient 
to wage earner )Vill also be eased by the 
recent amendments which provide an 
incentive to work by exempting a certain 
portion of earnings from consideration of 
continued eligibility for assistance. 

Despite periodic revisions, much of the 
welfare system is outmoded and in need 
of change. Accordingly, I have appointed 
a commission to make a comprehensive 
review of existing weUare and related 
programs and to recommend whatever 
measures are necessary to provide a more 
equitable and effective system of assist
ance to needy people. 

The budget includes funds Jl!lder pro
posed legislation to expand the food 
stamp program of the Department of 
Agriculture. About three million low-in
come people will have better diets under 
this program by the end of fiscal year 
1969. 

Education.-As a nation we are com
mitted to develop the skills and talents 
of all our citizens. The Federal Govern
ment is playing an increasingly impor
tant role in this effort. 

The 90th Congress added the Educa
tion Professions Development Act of 
1967 to the historic laws enacted in 1965 
providing Federal aid to education-the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, the Higher Education Act, and the 
National Foundation on the Arts and 
Humanities Act. We now have basic 
legislation to improve education at all 
levels. Our task is to use these tools 
wisely and imaginatively, directing them 

to the areas of greatest need or poten
tial. 

For 1969, I propose that the Federal 
Government continue in its determina
tion to help make high-quality educa
tion available to all of America's young 
people. The budget includes: 

$1.2 billion in grants for improving 
the elementary and secondary education 
of over 9 million children from low-in
come families; 

An expanded Teacher Corps; 
Increased grants for schooling of chil

dren with physical and mental handi
caps which hinder learning for 1 child 
in 10; 

A new program to better the achieve
ment of children whose native lan
guage is not English; and 

More than two million grants, loans, 
and part-time work opportunities for 
college students, including benefits under 
the GI bill. 

America's children must be prepared 
for the challenges of the future. To help 
them meet these challenges, we must ex
plore the ways students learn and im
prove the ways teachers teach through: 

Increases in education research, dem
onstrations, and curriculum devlopment, 
including an experiment in model 
schools in the District of Columbia; 

A new $30 million program to prevent 
dropouts; and 

Innovations in training for the educa
tion profession through new patterns of 
operation and new ties among colleges 
and universities, States, and local 
schools. 

In order to meet these urgent require
ments within a stringent overall budget, 
several programs have been reduced or 
deferred, including grants for construc
tion of academic facilities and purchase 
of school equipment. 

I intend to propose legislation this year 
to: 

Improve Federal support to higher 
education by providing greater flexibility 
in administering student aid, providing 
counseling and tutoring for disadvan
taged students, and encouraging schools 
to share libraries, computers, and other 
resources. 

Support innovative projects in -,oca
tional education, particularly to aid the 
disadvantaged. 

Provide advance financing for the 
newly authorized Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. 

Veterans benefits and services.-His
torically, this Nation has provided spe
cial benefits for the men and women who 
have served in the Armed Forces in t imes 
of national danger. 

In 1969, special emphasis will be given 
to programs designed to help newly dis
charged veterans find satisfactory em
ployment or to improve their career op
portunities through vocational or aca
demic training programs. For men and 
women still on active military duty, the 
budget provides for legislation to in
crease protection under the Service
men's Group Life Insurance program 
and for expanded counseling and civil
.ian job-training opportunities in the 
closing months of military service. 

In addition to assistance in the devel
opment of veterans• career potential, 
this budget will also permit the con-
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tinuation and improvement of the tradi
tional programs of compensation, pen
sions, and medical care. Veterans hospi
tals will receive new medical services 
and improved nursing staffing. Applied 
medical research and medical education 
will be expanded. 

Legislation should be enacted to relate 
veterans pension payments more closely 
to individual needs and provide better 
protection against loss of income. Stud
ies are now underway to seek improve
ments in other veteran benefit !)rograms. 

General government.-Rising crime 
rates are a major concern of the Ameri
can people. 

I am determined that the Federal Gov
ernment do everything properly within 
its power to assist our States and locali
ties in controlling crime. I have directed 
Federal agencies to intensify their efforts 
to destroy organized crime. The budget 
reflects expansions in both direct Federal 
action and Federal assistance to State 
·and local governments. 

Although the main responsibility for 
combating crime must rest with our State 
and local governments, the Federal Gov
ernment can effectively aid this effort 
by: 

Encouraging modernization of law en
forcement, corrections, and court sys
tems; 

Assisting law enforcement agencies 
throughout the country to improve and 
expand the exchange of information; 
and 

Assisting in recruiting and training 
law enforcement personnel. 

With the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act of 1965, a start was made toward 
more effective Federal-State-local co
operation. Last year I proposed the "Safe 
Streets and Crime Control Act'' to ex
pand on this promising beginning. We 
will renew our efforts to secure the enact
ment of this legislation so that an ex
panded effort against crime can go 
forward. 

The Federal Government's ability to 
take direct action has been strengthened 
by the Prisoner Rehabilitation Act of 
1965, the Bail Reform Act of 1966, and 
the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act 
of 1966. The budget supports these and 
other measures in an accelerated drive 
against crime. 

Legislation iS also needed to provide 
support for efforts to prevent, treat, and 
control juvenile delinquency. Such legis
lation is now pending before the Congress 
and should be enacted promptly. 

The efforts of this Administration to 
bring home rule to the District of Co
lumbia are well known. I am confident 
that the Mayor and. the Council, by their 
actions and with community support, 
will prepare the way toward the goal of 
local self-government. Voting represen
tation in the Congress is an additional 
necessity if District citizens are to par
ticipate fully in our democratic proc
esses. I am again recommending that 
the authorized Federal payment to the 
District of Columbia be establlshed equal 
to 25% of District revenues, so that the 
Federal Government will be contribut
ing its fair share toward the needs of 
the Nation's capital. 

NEW BUDGET CONCEPTS 

In my budget message last year, I 
called for a thorough and objective re
view of budgetary concepts by a bipar
tisan group of informed individuals with 
a background in budgetary matters. I 
stated my hope that this group would 
recommend an approach to budgetary 
presentation which would assist both 
public and congressional understanding 
of this vital document. 

In March of 1967, a Commission on 
Budget Concepts was established to make 
such a review and report its recomm.en
dations to me. The Commission consisted 
of 16 distinguished Americans, including 
the chairmen and ranking minority 
members of the Appropriations Com
mittees of the Congress, as well as top 
Government financial officials and emi
nently qualified private citizens. 

This budget puts into effect most of 
the major recommendations in the Com
mission's report, which was presented to 
me on October 10, 1967. These include: 

A single unified budget statement to 
replace the three concepts previously 
used. 

Comprehensive coverage in the budget 
of all programs of the Federal Govern
ment and its agencies, including some 
$47 billion of trust funds as well as Fed
eral funds. 

Division between an expenditure ac
count and a loan account, using the 
former as a measure of economic impact 
for fiscal policy purposes. 

Offsetting against related expenditures 
those receipts of the Government which 
are market-oriented in character, rather 
than based on the Government's sover
eign power to tax and regulate. 

Highlighting action required of the 
Congress on the budget and relating that 
action more closely to outlays. 

Treating sales of participation certifi
cates, which had previously been con
sidered as an offset to Government ex
penditures, as a means of financing the 
deficit. 

Several other changes recommended 
by the Commission for adoption in future 
years are now under preparation for 
later application. 

It is my hope that the far-reaching 
proposals made by the Commission, and 
their adoption for this budget, will serve 
the desired. purposes of improving public 
understanding of the Federal budget and 
overcoming many of the inadequacies of 
the concepts formerly used. 

PLANNING-PROGRAMING-BUDGETING SYSTEM 

To improve the process by which Fed
eral programs are planned and the Fed
eral budget prepared, the Government 
is continuing to develop the Planning
Programing-Budgeting PPB system 
which has now completed its second year 
of operation. This system provides in
formation and analysis to 'relate the pro
grams we undertake to the ends they are 
to achieve, and to choose the most effi
cient ways of using our resources to 
reach our goals. 

This year the program budgets de
veloped under the system have been em
ployed as the framework within which 
program costs and accomplishments 
were reviewed. As a result, the different 
programs now stand in a clearer rela-

tionship to each other and to their 
objectives. 

The system is also providing compari
sons of the cost and effectiveness of al
ternative ways to achieve our objectives. 
For example: 

The Department of Health, Education. 
and Welfare has analyzed the effective
ness of the cooperative Federal-State 
vocational rehabilitation program. This 
study indicated that the increase in life
time incomes of participants is many 
times the rehabilitation cost, confirming 
previous judgments that this program 
merits high priority. 

In the area of non-service-connected 
veterans pensions, a series of studies was 
done to compare various benefit formu
las from the point of view of their cost, 
the equity with which they treat bene
ficiaries, and the extent to which they 
protect beneficiaries against large loss of 
pensions from small increases in other 
income. These studies have shown the 
need for legislation, provided for in this 
budget, that would relate pension pay
ments more closely to the needs of the 
beneficiaries. 

Through the program evaluation sys
tem in the Economic Development Ad
ministration of the Department of Com
merce, the number of jobs expected to 
result from proposed development proj
ects in depressed areas has been esti
mated in relation to the extent of pov
erty and unemployment prevatling in the 
areas and to the costs of creating the 
jobs. This has assisted EDA in judging 
the most effective distribution of its re
sources among proposed projects. 

We will extend the application of PPB 
during the next year, and strengthen it 
where it has already been introduced. In 
particular, we will continue to improve 
measures of the effectiveness of programs 
and to develop better alternatives. 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT 

In recent years, the Federal Govern
ment has undertaken a number of vital 
new programs to improve America's 
urban and rural communities and en
hance the way of life of all of our 
people. 

To attain the full benefits of these 
programs, it is essential that they be 
made workable at the point of impact-
whether it be the individual citizen, a 
State or local government, a university, 
or any of the other institutions involved 
in efforts to carry out our national goals. 
Effective and economical management 
is also essential to ensure that each tax 
dollar buys a full dollar's worth of essen
tial services. 

Government organization.-In the 
past 4 years, we have undertaken more 
fundamental reforms in managing the 
Government than, perhaps, at any other 
time in our history. We have witnessed 
such major advances as the creation of 
two new cabinet agencies-the Depart
ments of Transportation and of Hous
ing and Urban Development. Significant 
reorganizations have taken place in 
other programs, among them the Public 
Health Service, the Community Rela
tions Service, the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Administration, and the 
Bureau of Customs. 

New strides were made last year by: 
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Providing the District of Columbia 
with a modern governmental organiza
tion, replacing the obsolete three-mem
ber Board of Commissioners with a sin
gle chief executive and a nine-member 
council to exercise quasi-legislative 
ftmctions. 

Creating the Social and Rehabilitation 
Service in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to unify the ad
ministration of related income support 
and social service and rehabilitation 
programs. 

Reorganizing the Bureau of the Budget 
to enhance its ability to help coordinate 
Federal programs and provide additional 
staff services for the solution of inter
agency and intergovernmental problems. 

A key tool in improving Government 
organization is the President's authority 
to transmit reorganization plans to the 
Congress. That authority is scheduled to 
expire on December 31, 1968. Legisla
tion is befng proposed to extend the au
thority for an additional 4 years to help 
ensure the continued ability of the Presi
dent to reshape programs and organiza
tional structures to meet changing needs 
and circumstances. 

The problems we face in the adminis
tration of new, comprehensive attacks on 
social problems often involve a number 
of agencies--as in the new Model Cities 
program. These problems cannot be 
solved simply by shifting functions be
tween agencies. Heavy emphasis is there
fore being given to improving both the 
formal and informal methods used to 
ensure that agencies work together effec
tively on related programs. 

An example of the efforts being made 
in interagency cooperation is the pro
gram involving the Office of Economic 
Opportunity and the Departments of 
Labor, Housing and Urban Develop
ment and Health, Education, and Wel
fare to aid 14 cities in the establishment 
of pilot neighborhood centers to provide 
comprehensive services to residents in 
low-income neighborhoods. 

Federal-State-local cooperation.-The 
need for cooperation and coordination 
between the partners in our federal sys
tem has also increased. The problems of 
managing many of our most important 
new programs are intensified by their 
intergovernmental character. 

At the Federal level we must do what 
we can to assist our partners. We must 
assure that our programs are designed 
and administered in such a way as to 
mesh with State and local patterns of 
organization and operation to the maxi
mum extent possible. We must ensure 
that Federal programs promote State and 
local initiative and action. To that end, 
we have taken a number of actions in the 
past year alone: 

Developed and put into operation a 
system through which State and local 
chief executives have the opportunity
often not previously available to them
to have a voice in developing Federal 
regulations and administrative proce
dures. 

Established procedures to improve 
Federal-State coordination in the desig
nation of development planning dis
tricts. 

Provided an opportunity for areawide 

planning agencies to comm~nt on pro
posed applications for specific grants 
that would affect the orderly develop
ment of their metropolitan areas. 

Taken initial steps to shorten process
ing time on applications under many vi
tal grant programs by 50%. 

Improvement is a continuous process, 
as it must be to meet the needs of a dy
namic and rap~dly changing society. We 
must prepare now to meet the public 
service needs of our people in the sev
enties. One of the prerequisites to satis
fying the awesome demands of the future 
is a corps of competent, well-trained pub
lic servants. Enactment of the pending 
Intergovernmental Manpower Act will 
provide a significant stride forward in 
filling the gap of trained manpower at 
the State and local levels of Government. 

Two additional measures are needed 
to improve .the funding and management 
of intergovernmental programs signifi
cantly: 

J·oint Funding Simplification Act.
This measure, which was sent to the 
Congress last year, will simplify and 
streamline the application, processing, 
and administration of a number of re
lated grants by managing them as a 
single, unified project. 

Funding improvements and consoli
dation e:fforts.-To overcome the serious 
problems of planning education pro
grams at the State and local level caused 
by .grant delays, I am seeking early ap
propriations for elementary and sec
ondary education. The amounts which 
will be available must be known in the 
spring, if local communities are to be 
able to use them most effectively in the 
ensuing school year. I am also proposing 
to consolidate related grants for college 
student aid and for vocational educa
tion. This consolidation, coupled with 
advance funding action similar to that 
mentioned above, will facilitate advance 
planning by both the institutions and 
students. 

Further action is underway to deter
mine whether additional consolidations 
of grant programs are feasible. As pro
prosals are developed, they will be 
promptly f'Orwarded to the Congress. 

Again, as last year, I must stress that 
State and local governments must help 
themselves too. Encouraging steps are 
being taken, but many serious problems 
of modernization of executive direction 
and financial systems remain which can 
only be remedied by those governments 
and their citizens. 

Cost reduction.-! have continued to 
insist that the executive branch of the 
Federal Government be operated as eco
nomically and efficiently as possil:)le. 

Some examples of the actions agencies 
took in the past year to cut costs are: 

The Department of Defense achieved 
savings of over $339 million by value en
gineering. Under this program unneces
sary equipment, facilities, procedures, 
and supplies are eliminated. A good ex
ample is the · $2.1 million saved by the 
redesign of an aircraft camera. Perform
ance was improved and unit costs were 
reduced by about 40%. 

The Manpower Administration of the 
Department of Labor, through improved 
work methods, achieved estimated sav
ings of over $l9 million. 

All Government agencies, by sharing 
automatic data processing resources 
through an exchange program, avoided 
costs of over $28 million. Redistribution 
of ADP equipment avoided new procure
ment of $80 million. 

The National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, by utilizing idle, excess, 
and surplus Government property, avoid
ed expenditures of over $22 million for 
new equipment or facilities. In addition, 
NASA saved over $16 million by improv
ing procurement practices. 

A value analysis of the specifications 
for the computer display channel of the 
National Airspace System development 
enabled the Federal Aviation Administra
tion to avoid costs of approximately $12 
million. 

The Coast Guard reorganized its search 
and rescue mission function along the 
east and gulf coasts, leading to savings 
estimated at $14.6 million. 

The Post Office has improved its pro
curement of transportation to the extent 
that $107 million was saved in the pe
riod from 1965 through 1967. 

CONCLUSION 

This is a critical and challenging time 
in our history. It requires sacrifices and 
hard choices along with the enjoyment 
of the highest standard of living in the 
world. No nation has remained great by 
shedding its resolve or shirking its re
sponsibilities. We have the capacity to 
meet those responsibilities. The question 
before us is whether or not our will and 
determination match that capacity. 

In the past 4 years, this Nation has 
faced formidable challenges. We have 
confronted them with imagination, cour
age, and resolution. By acting boldly, we 
have forced a number of age-old con
cerns-ignorance, poverty, and disease-
to yield stubborn ground. 

The rollcall of accomplishments is 
long. But so is our agenda of unfinished 
business. Our heritage impels us to 
steadfast action on those problems of 
mankind which both gnaw at our con
science and challenge our imagination. 

As your President, I have done all in 
my power to devise a program to meet 
our responsibilities compassionately and 
sensibly. The program is embodied in 
this budget for 1969. I urge active sup
port for its principles and programs. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
JANUARY 29, 1968. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings. 

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
Legislative Calendar, under rule VIII, 
be dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 
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LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR

ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that statements in 
relation to the transaction of routine 
morning business be limited to 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary and the Committee on 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences be au
thorized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. 

ATrENDANCE OF A SENATOR 
Hon. NORRIS COTTON, a Senator 

from the State of New Hampshire, at
tended the session of the Senate today. 

THE "PUEBLO" AFFAffi 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ap

plaud the position of President Joh?son, 
who recognizes that there are no srmple 
ways out of the grave crisis which has 
developed in the wake of the Pueblo af
fair. By taking the matter to the United 
Nations forthwith, the President has 
done what he can do, at this poin~, to 
set in motion machinery for what IS to 
be hoped can be a satisfactory solution. 

In the meantime, however, the sub
stance of our national interest ought not 
to be lost sight of in hot pursuit of its 
shadow. The problem of safeguarding the 
interests of this Nation, and in a very 
real sense, the world's interests is to see 
to it that the 83 Americans-which I now 
learn is the accurate number--are re
turned alive, I repeat, the word is "alive,'' 
and that there is avoided, at the same 
time, another bloodbath in the model of 
Vietnam which, in Korea, could so 
much more readily become world war 
m. 

Whatever it takes to bring about that 
result in full-not half of it but all of 
it-is to be welcomed. It may be helpful 
to bear in mind in this connection that 
the responses in the Barbary Wars, a 
century and a half away, are not neces
sarily the answers for a time and place 
when nuclear war is only seconds away. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point statements I made over the 
weekend relative to my perspective on 
the Pueblo seizure; also, editorials from 
the Christian Science Monitor, the Wall 
Street Journal, and the Baltimore Sun, 
having to do with that affair. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MIKE MANSFIELD, 
DEMOCRAT, OF MONTANA 

PERSPECTIVE ON THE "PUEBLO" 

On Friday last, I made the following state
ment: 

"I am glad that the matter of the U.S.S. 
Pueblo seizure is being taken up by the 

U.N. Becurity Council. One war is not only 
enough for the world; it is too much. I am 
glad that this organization-representing 
the world-is facing up to its responsibility 
in this matter because it is a most immediate 
and pressing danger. 

"The last thing we need is another land 
war in Asia. If we want to save the lives of 
the 83 we had better move circumspectly-as 
we are-with patience-as we are-because 
this is a time of testing. A ra.sh action could 
well seal their doom. I want to see these 
men saved-not destroyed." 

Those who would advise rash, immediate 
and precipitant action against North Korea 
should remind themselves of what happened 
during the Korean War. When American 
forces, having won a great victory by the 
Inchon landing, then advanced across the 
38th parallel to the Yalu River, the dividing 
line between North Korea and China, a figure 
close to one million Chinese entered North 
Korea. The result was a direct and bloody 
confrontation, a new war which prolonged 
the confiict and produced tens of thousands 
of additional American casualties. 

In the end, the Korean War terminated 
in a stalemate at the 38th parallel. What has 
existed since has not been a peace settlement 
but an uneasy truce arrangement. I would 
also point out that since that time North 
Korea has entered into mutual security 
treaties with both China and the Soviet 
Union. Therefore, any rash action would not 
only, in all likelihood, seal the doom of the 
83 Americans of the USS Pueblo, it could 
also bring about another bloody and pro
longed involvement in Korea and, perhaps, 
even a direct confrontation between this 
country on the one hand and China and 
the Soviet Union on the other. 

It is well to remember the matter of geog
raphy which 1s not at the moment a factor 
in Viet Nam where North Viet Nam and 
Laos lie between China and ourselves and 
where Russia is thousands of miles away to 
the north where it borders China. At North 
Korea, Russia. is right there as is China. If 
we would save these 83 Americans-and that 
is the most urgent and important considera
tion-we would do well to ponder these pos
sib111ties and to continue to move, as the 
President i-s doing, with caution, coolness, 
and restraint. 

The situation in Viet Nam is difficult and 
dangerous. The situation developing in North 
Korea is dangerous and difficult and far 
more delicate. 

(From the Christian Science Monitor, 
Jan. 29, 1968] 

"PERDICARIS ALIVE" 

(By Erwin D. Canham) 
We are no longer in the era of gunboat 

diplomacy. 
The terms of power have changed. Time 

was when a great nation like the United 
States could have sent a small force of 
marines in to Wonsan Harbor and tidied up 
the matter of the Pueblo in short o:rder. But 
today, behind every exercise of power by 
great nations like the United States or the 
Soviet Union, lies the specter of the thermo
nuclear cloud. It is a mighty deterrent. 

Small nations like North Korea, with mini
mal physical power, are thus able to act with 
impunity as they have hardly ever been able 
to act in the history of the modern world. 
The role of the great nation is infinitely 
difficult and dangerous. It is basically in
hibited. 

These are considerations to keep in mind 
when it is decided to station survelllance 
ships like the Pueblo off hostile coasts. There 
isn't much you can do about it when they 
get into trouble. 

HIJACKING PERIL 

Certainly American public opinion, and 
possibly omclal judgment as well, has not 

caught up with the changed terms of power. 
Possibly the Defense Department authorities 
should have thought long and hard before 
they placed craft like the Pueblo a few miles 
off North Korea, or deep in the Tonkin Gulf, 
or in other such exposed places. The dangers 
of hijacking are real and present. 

Few of us know how valuable the use of 
spy ships really is. Perhaps the operation 1s 
of the essence. Perhaps it is of peripheral im
portance. The risk is certainly very great. It is 
to be hoped that the returns are comparable. 

Presumably many of the Russian trawlers 
which hover diligently off Cape Cod, and 
other parts of the United States coast, both 
Atlantic and Pacific, have a.n espionage mis
sion along with their take of fish. BUJt ra.rely 
have they pressed the 12-mile limit or any
thing like it. When they come closer in, they 
get permission. Realistically, of course, one 
must assume that submarines are gathering 
data anywhere there is deep enough water. 

DANGEROUS UNCERTAINTY 

There is a. lot to be said for the value of 
an this spying. President Eisenhower's open
skies proposal at Geneva was based on the 
wise assumption that the more each great 
nation knows about the observable military 
disposition of the other the safer it will be. 
For the United States to see any unusual 
troop movements--or their absence-in East
ern Europe is importaillt. Unce:rrt:alnity breeds 
fear. The information now gathered by the 
reconnaissance satellites may well be a fac
tor for peace. 

For the Soviets to know something of the 
United States capacity for instant retaliation 
in the event of a nuclear attack, and vice 
versa, helps preserve the over-all peace. And 
perhaps similar information about the dis
position of the North Korean forces--at a 
time when assassins and saboteurs were in
vading the South Korean capital-would be 
helpful to evaluate the scale of the crisis. 

RELATIVE IMPUNITY 

But all this information does not provide 
the United States with the means of invad
ing Wonsan and recapturing the Pueblo. In
deed, as American public opinion vividly re
fiects, the United States is having trouble 
enough coping with its military problems in 
Vietnam. 

For this reason, it would seem that most 
Americans are not demanding the kind of 
action which an American President would 
have asserted freely in the good old days. 
"Perdicaris alive or Raisuli dead" is now an 
empty and unrealistic threat. 

The age of the small nation is here. And 
while this relative immunity from big-nation 
force has its embarrassments for the United 
States now, this is the kind of world in which 
the Untted States believes. If great war has 
become too dangerous, too suicidal, for the 
human race, and if lesser wars have each 
their share of insupportable risk, then the 
world has come into a new period. 

There are circumstances in which force 
is used, as in Vietnam and in Korea 18 years 
ago. Or in the Middle East last summer. But 
a great power has to be very prudent as tt 
embarks upon the use of force. 

It is a strange new world in which we live, 
but despite present chagrins it has stirring 
possib111 ties. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Jan. 29, 1968] 
THE MOMENTUM OF BELLIGERENCE 

Faced with a possible replay of the Korean 
war while bogged down in Vietnam, the Ad
ministration can hardly be faulted for order
ing a. limited call-up of air reservists. Yet the 
danger-is great that both sides could progres
sively harden their "responses" until the 
second Korean war would become a certainty. 

No one pretends to know whether North 
Korea's capture of the intelllgence ship 
Pueblo signals an intent to open a second 
front. Many doubt it, seeing in the incident 
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instead an attempt to exploit an inviting op
portunity-the vulnerabllity of a lonely, 
lightly armed vessel jammed with sophisti
cated electronic gear. 

The harsh fact nonetheless remains that 
the North Koreans are eminently capable of 
re-starting that war, which has been a most 
uneasy state of suspension these 15 years, ty
ing down 50,000 U.S. troops. It's not only 
North Korea; the CommUnists can open sec
ond fronts in Laos and Thailand and else
where along the vast periphery of the Red 
world. 

A further fact ls that right now may seem 
an attractive time for the North Koreans 
(or others) to do so. Along with all its other 
woes in Vietnam, the U.S. is confronted with 
what may be the biggest battle of the war, 
at Khe Sanh below the dem.mtarized zone. 
There, 5,000 Marines are tightly encircled by 
North Vietnamese and Vietcong forces, and 
the American position is perilous. 

To some, indeed, Khe Sanh looks like an
other Dienbienphu. To us it appears rather 
unllkely, the U.S. strength in Vietnam being 
so much greater than was the French in 1954. 
At best, though Khe Sanh ls a bitter reminder 
how much power the Communists can still 
mounrt after all the punishment they have 
taken from the U.S. And it could well impress 
the North Koreans as a good time for major 
trouble-making precisely for that reason. 

For still a further unpleasant fact, the 
U.S. ls ln fairly poor shape to wage a new 
Korean war, let alone any others. As our 
Washington Bureau puts lt, the call-up of 
reservists emphasizes that very point; for 
all its enormous power, the Vietnam war has 
spread the power thin and the nation is short 
of men and materiel for any sustained 
struggle with North Korea. Which adds one 
more chapter to the long lesson about the 
dangers of getting mill tarlly overextended 
and overcommitted around the world. 

Suppose, however, that the North Koreans 
have no such intentions, that the Pueblo's 
capture was an isolated foray. It is still a 
treacherous mtuation, because it is one in 
wh1ch each side's successive steps could 
carry things out of hand. North Korea could 
react to the call-up by more m111tary moves; 
the U.S. could then react with tougher steps 
of its own. In no time the fat could be ln 
the fire. 

Caution thus is mand-atory. So far we 
think the Administration probably has been 
reasonably restrained. Certainly it could not 
just sit there, saying and doing nothing 
while the North Koreans keep the sh1p and 
crew. Washington therefore ls trying to ex
haust diplomatic means-taking the issue 
to the UN Security Council, for example-
before resort to force. Fortunately, this ap
proach seems to have the approval of most 
members of Congress. 

There is, finally, one specific reason why 
the Korean confrontation should not be al
lowed to escalate, wmy-nilly, into wa.r. It 
would be wholly disproportionate to the 
ostensible cause, namely the Pueblo and the 
nature of its mission. 

Remember the U-2? If the U.S. Govern
ment considers it necessary, and it doubt
less is in the world as it is, to send a lone 
reconnaissance plane high over Russia, it 
must realize the risk and be prepared to 
lose the plane. The U.S. never regarded its 
shooting down by the Soviets as a cause of 
war. 

Exactly the same with the Pueblo. Many 
questions are unanswered about the han
dling of its predicament, and the seizure 
itself is humlJi-ating and infuriating. Still, 
1f the U.S. views that kind of m.i&sion as 
essenttal, it should be prepared to accept 
what can happen without over-reacting to 
the point of risking actual war. 

Granted, if the North Koreans do aim to 
re-open the war, these observations are 
academic. But for war to come without ap
propriate cause, merely thl'ough the mo-

mentum of mutual belligerence, could be as 
tragic as the consequences of the shot at 
Sarajevo. 

(From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Jan. 28, 
1968) 

DEGREE OF CluSIS 

For thoroughly good reasons, the Admin
istration in Washington 1s doing its utmost 
to find a peaceful solution to the problem of 
the vessel Pueblo and its crew. One reason 
is that the alternative 1s m111tary action of 
unpredictable eventual dimensions, however 
limited it might be at first; and with our 
massive commitment in Vietnam we could 
not easily undertake another large war in 
Korea. 

In Korea we are militarily thin, with some 
50,000 troops, among them two divisions not 
considered combat-ready. Besides that, about 
47,000 South Korean troops, presumably the 
best, are tied down alongside us in Vietnam. 
Apart from questions ot air and sea strengths 
and of materiel, those figures on ground 
troops give the picture. And the Vietnam 
war is so voracious in its requirements that 
we could not supply swift reinforcement in 
Korea. 

Also grim to contemplate is the effect in
volvement in another large confiic'(; · would 
have domestically. The cancellations of in
ternal urgencies, the economic disruptions, 
the impositions of controls, the mounting 
taxes, come all too readily to the imagina
tion. 

Then there is the fact that, as the Admin
istration knows, this 1s not inherently a 
major crisis. It could grow into one, but in 
its nature it is not. It 1s an incident; a 
serious one, but an incident. 

One simple way of judging its inherent 
gravity 1s to note the comparative degrees 
of concern with which the public followed 
the proceedings of the United Nations be
fore and during the Arab-Israel war last 
June, and follows them now. At that time 
the facts and the issues were stark and plain, 
as were the dangers, including the danger 
of a direct American-Russian confrontation. 

Dangers of that magnitude exist today 
only if permitted to develop from a state of 
general confusion. The North Koreans could 
encourage a heightening of danger by re
fusing fia tly to release the men of the 
Pueblo, or by placing them on trial. Others, 
too, by intent or error, could contribute. 

The Administration shows a determina
tion, while preparing for contingencies, to 
make every effort to obtain the release of 
the men without using military force--every 
effort, that is, not to let events take charge 
and begin to sweep ahead wth a momentum 
of ther own, beyond control. 

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Jan. 29, 
1968] 

PATTERN OF EVENTS 

Events over the weekend helped to make 
clear the need to keep the war in Vietnam 
under control, so far as the United States 
can do so. Communist elements in Laos and 
Cambodia are increasing their pressure on 
non-Communist governments-Prince Siha
nouk's frank discussion of Communist sub
version in Cambodia was especially reveal
ing-as forces from North Vietnam are 
reported to be :massing for an attack on 
Khe San in the northwest corner of South 
Vietnam. Jt plainly would serve the purpose 
of the North Vietnamese-Viet Cong cam
paign in South Vietnam to have the war 
extended farther and farther from the 
borders of South Vietnam, to the extent that 
such a widening would disperse American 
forces. · 

These developments in and around Viet
nam may well be part of a Communist pat
tern which will become evident 1f a large
scale attack is soon made on Khe San. 
Possibly the Communist side is hoping 

desperately for something like a Dlen Bien 
Phu victory on a smaller scale. Possibly it 1s 
hoping primarily to draw American units 
toward Khe San in order to relieve Viet 
Cong-North Vietnamese troops in qther areas 
of South Vietnam. In any case this may 
prove to be a major development in the war, 
1f the Americans can handle it with the 
right miXture of military power and diplo
matic restraint. 

Opinio.ns d11fer as to whether North 
Korea's seizure of the Navy vessel Pueblo 
can be said to be part of a Vietnam pattern. 
It could serve the Communist objective in 
Vietnam, of course, if it diverted American 
forces to North Korea, and if it involved 
the United States in a new war. President 
Johnson has done well thus far in stressing 
diplomatic means of obtalning the release 
of the ship and its crew. Let us hope that 
a day of reflection and diplomatic conversa
tion has taken some of the fire out of this 
incident, and suggested to North Korea that 
it should be settled promptly. 

President Johnson, in .the meantime, has 
sought to clarify the Willingness of the 
United States to engage in peace negotia
tions with North Vietnam. The President and 
Clark Clifford, who will be our new Secre
tary of Defense, have made the point that 
North Vietnam (as well ·as the United States) 
would not be precluded from continuing to 
send "normal" amounts of men and supplies 
to South Vietnam while talks looking toward 
a cease-fire were initiated. As Ph111p Potter 
reported Friday in a Washington dispatch, 
the stress 1s on the point that while the 
United States would want assurances that 
the flow of supplies from north to south 
would not be increased during a halt in the 
bombing, it would feel that the normal 
maintenance of forces already on the ground 
would be fair. This is a reasonable position, 
and North Vietnam should realize this at 
some point. 

REMARKS OF SENATOR MANSFIELD 
AT THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY DIN
NER OF THE FOREIGN POLICY AS
SOCIATION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD a speech entitled "Foreign 
Policy in the Coming Campaign,'' which 
I delivered at the 50th anniversary ,'f 
the Foreign Policy Association, at the 
May:tlower Hotel, Washington, D.C., on 
January 25. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FOREIGN POLICY IN THE COMING CAMPAIGN 

(Remarks of Senator MIKE MANSFIELD, Demo
crat, of Mo.ntana, at the 50th anniversary 
dinner of the Foreign ~Ucy Association, 
Washington, D.C., January 25, 1968) 
Foreign policy will be the predominant 

issue in the coming election. Its preemi
nence should be more complete than during 
any election since the Korean conflict. The 
campaign could well develop into a probing 
discussion of many basic national attitudes
some of which have gone unchallenged for 
years. From the discussion, if it 1s respon
sibly pursued, may come lasting benefits to 
the nation. 

Each campaign issue, as Lt unfolds, will 
inevitably arrive at the doorstep of foreign 
policy. In the light of the urban problem, 
for example, the diversion of the public initi
ative which is imposed by our overseas com
mitments will make foreign policy an in
gredient of any discussion of this chi·ef do
mestic issue. Any con&deration of economic 
issues sooner or later must involve the state 
of our balance of payments. Th.a.t, in turn, 
will bring on a consid·eration or the costs of 
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our worldwide military and other commlt
ments·-not only in Viet Nam but in Europe 
and elsewhere around the world. 

If the level of dis.cuss1on rises above per
sonalities, and I hope devoutly it will, I 
think this elecstion year may be remembered 
for its great contrLbution to changing atti
tudes on foreign policy. At the least, there 
should be a greater understanding both at 
home and abroad of our nation's role 1n world 
pollitics. 

In many ways, 1968 will be a watershed 
year for American elections. It is the first 
Presidential election in which those who 
were babies at the end of World War II will 
be ellglble to vote. The attitudes of these 
young adults may well reflect a perspective of 
the contemporary world which is much 
aharpe.r than that of those of us who have 
borne witness to the victories and defeats 
of the paiSt and, in that sense, are its some
time prisoner. 

With a fresh genera/tion of Presidential 
voters, a questioning election 1s likely. The 
questions esked wlll strike at premises many 
of us have accepted and built upon for years. 
The new generation was born too late to be 
influenced by post World War II furies, fixa
tions, and fears. Its members frankly ques
tion policies which were designed two dec
ades ago and ~ly for joustmg with whait 
was rthen assumed to be the indivisible mono
Uth ext Communism. F'ol' this new generation, 
the ddvergent expemenJCe of Yugoslavia and 
Albania, not to speak of China, are highly 
relevant chalolenges to the ibasic assumption. 
The new gerrera.tion of v:oters may wel•li!Il.Stst 
upon more thaln paltlent-medtcine polldes m 
response. This generation may insist, too, th&t 
government's direct responsib111ties in the 
face of the unrest and rebelliousness at home 
is at least as great as its indlrec·t responsi
bllities in dealing with violence elsewhere in 
the world and they will not be put off by 
scornful references to isolationism-neo- or 
any other kind. 

The question thrut this new generation of 
voters asks may at times be naive, but such 
a characteristic often accompanies a fresh 
appraisal of basic concepts. To them it may 
appear incongruous that we find ourselves 
all too often striving abroad against the tide 
of change and tugging -on behalf of the 
Status Quo. 

The recent announcemenrt of the United 
Kingdom of the abandonment of long held 
overseas bases east of Suez shall make this 
question very pertinent. Whtle an older gen
eration might say, let's fill the "vacuum," 
left by the withdrawal of the British, young 
Americans may see the departure as a 
chance to test regional and international re
sponsibllity 1n lieu of a 19th century 
unila teralism. 

I think that voters of all ages may be in
terested in listening to the questions of 
young people and that they will insist upon 
thoughtful answers to the questions. In
deed, the education may do us all some good. 
At the least, this new and enlightened gen
eration shall contribute greatly to the style 
of the coming political campaign, not be
cause it has become a significant voting bloc, 
but because its clear eyes and clear voice can 
do much to direct the nature and the depth 
of the discussion. 

Complementing this new focus is the in
fluence that television will have on the prob
ing of foreign policy by the younger voters 
in the coming campaign. Television is recog
nized to have contributed, perhaps decisive
ly, to the outcome of the tight 1960 Presi
dential elecstion. In a very different way, it 
may play an equally significant role in 1968. 

Without venturing into Mr. Harris' profes
sion, I suspect that a substantial portion of 
this country now receives much of its infor
mation on national and international atfalrs 
primarily from television. Americans who in 
the past would be content to read no fur
ther than a headline and leave the conduct 

of international affairs to Washington have 
gained from television a new interest and 
understanding of world happenings. The 
growth of the middle class, as Mr. Harris 
has so ably documented, has changed the 
emphasis from the old economic issues of 
the thirties. Even as the deep interest of the 
electorate in foreign relations will be mani
fest in the elections of 1968, television will 
give to the issues which arise (and notably 
the issues of war) a new dimension. Never 
before, for example, have so many millions 
of Americans been exposed, day after day, to 
a life and death srtruggle waged 10,000 miles 
away-but observed each evening at home in 
living color. Never before have American pa
rents borne witness to the battles in which 
their own sons may be involved. 

And as the nation's concern has centered 
ever more deeply on Viet Nam, the issues of 
that struggle have become more closely en
twined with fundamental domestic issues. 
Inextricably woven within the structure of 
the war, for example, is the issue of what has 
been called the crisis in the cities--a prob
lem as grave and complex as the war-and 
as costly, 1f one were to put the full price 
tag on the disintegration of the urban envi
ronment and what it may portend. With 
only a fraction of what it is costing to fight 
the war, much could be done to alleviate 
inadequate housing, to improve health and 
welfare programs, to provide better education 
and jobs-to reduce poverty and discrimina
tion and tensions. 

The past seven years will be recorded as 
years of great domestic achievement for the 
people of America. In the fields of medical 
care, education, health, human rights, hous
ing and economic growth, the legislative base 
for improvements has been srtrengthened 
more, far more, than in any comparable pe
riod in our history. But there is so much to 
do. And the strain of domestic needs versus 
overseas commitment shall reveal itself 1n 
the form of a more searching examin81tion of 
any outworn or dubious premises of foreign 
policy and their costs. 

The discussion of foreign affairs in the 
coming election are to be welcomed. They 
should strengthen greatly the national 
awareness of the significance of this dimen
sion of our national life and may well con
tribute to the development of more adequate 
policies for this nation in world affairs. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. ------

THE ''PUEBLO'' AFFAIR 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the 
Pueblo incident does nothing else, it 
should jolt our American sense of mis
sion and our interest in the history of 
this Republic. We had better start re
thinking our history at a time when the 
clammy spirit of fear and timidity seems 
to be upon us. If we fail to call for an 
immediate accounting for the 83 men, 
including ,the skip~. who were aiboMd 
the Pueblo, what will be the impact upon 
the morale of the half-million we have in 
Vietnam and upon their families here 
athome? · 

Only twice before in our entire history 
have we been outraged by the seizure of 
a U.S. vessel on the high seas. In 1812, 
the British marines captured the U.S. 
frigate, Chesapeake. In 1805, we were 
paying tribute to the Dey of Algiers and 

suffering all manner of indignity. That 
is when Capt. Stephen Decatur came 
along and made history and became a 
legend. The tribute stopped, the harass
ment of our shipping stopped, our en
slaved seamen were released, and we 
made the Dey pay high damages. · 

Today, we permit a fifth-rate power 
to seize a U.S. vessel and crew on the 
high seas and then find them with the 
effrontery to tell us they intend to keep 
property. 

If this were some detached incident, 
it might be enshrouded with some 
doubts. In July, it will be 15 years since 
the armistice agreement ending hos
tilities in Korea was signed at Panmun
jom. Yet there has not been a single year 
when that agreement was not breached. 
A report quoted by the New York Daily 
News reveals that during the first 10 
months of 1967, the North Koreans have 
breached that agreement 543 times. 

Mr. President, this is a critical and 
dangerous situation. It involves our men, 
who, like good sailors, act under orders. 
It involves Commander Bucher of our 
Navy. It involves our property. It involves 
the freedom of the seas. It involves our 
prestige. It involves the future of South 
Korea, whose freedom and independence 
cost us 54,000 lives-35,000 of which were 
battle casualties-plus 103,000 wounded. 

In 1967 alone we committed $155 mil
lion of our people's money in aid of all 
forms to South Korea. Exclusive of the 
cost of the Korean war, we have in the 
last 15 years committed billions for her 
rehabilitation. All this is involved in this 
unjustifiable, criminal North Korean 
action. 

I support the President in his efforts 
to bring this matter to a proper and 
honorable conclusion, but, already, we 
have been treated to a king-sized dose 
of caution from some quarters. Let us 
not be impatient, they say. Do not be 
rash. Enlist the offices of the United 
Nations. Enlist the cooperation of the 
Soviet Union. 

But our Ambassador to the United Na
tions, as well as the State Department, 
have stated unequivocally that the 
Pueblo was in international waters. 
What, then, is the issue? Simply that a 
U.S. vessel, its skipper, and crew have 
been hijacked on the high seas and im
prisoned in an enemy land. 

Shall we permit the passage of time, 
or fearfUl counsels of watchfUl waiting, 
or thin apologies, or lame excuses to 
tranquilize us into a state of humilia
tion in the eyes of the world and perhaps 
imperil our Nation further? Our country 
and our people have a sense of mission, 
the stamina, the will, and the guts for 
something more than this. 

Appeasement has never paid. Those 
who do appease have always paid a fear
ful price. I remember that little poem: 

No man escapes 
When freedom fails. 

The best men rot 
In filthy jails. 

And those who cry 
"Appease, appease", 

Are hanged by those 
They sought to please. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, w111 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

have listened with a great deal of inter
est to the remarks of the distinguished 
minority leader. I can understand his 
great concern about the situation which 
has developed incident to the seizure of 
the U.S.S. Pueblo and the imprisonment 
of its crew. 

There is no question in my mind
none whatsoever-that the ship was il
legally seized outside the 12-mile limit, 
which is the limit set by the North Ko
rean Government itself. But I think the 
President is operating on the right wave
length, and in his capac.ity as the Presi
dent of the United States and Com
mander in Chief is using every available 
means at his diplomatic disposal to see if 
it is at all possible to bring about the 
return of the 83 men, including the two 
civilians, which comprise the crew of the 
U.S.S. Pueblo. 

What I am interested in, Mr. Presi
dent, is the return of those 83 men alive
alive-and I think that is something we 
ought to keep in mind at all times be
cause it would do no good to go in and 
say, "sink the Pueblo," or "bomb a city," 
as has been suggested, and in that man
ner seal the doom of the 83 men who 
were there, not by choice but under or
ders. We must see what we can do to 
save them. 

Mr. President, that, I think, is the 
paramount factor in this whole affair at 
this time. I am quite certain that the dis
tinguished minority leader would agree 
with me in that respect. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I do 
agree with the distinguished majority 
leader. 

I mentioned in my statement that I 
do support the President. 

I want to be certain, however, that the 
people of this country and the men in 
uniform abroad do not get the idea that 
we are supine, or that there is a qui
escence here that is going to take this 
thing lying down. I am confident the 
President will not, and that is the reason 
I support him. 

I think I am at liberty to say that I 
talked to the President about this, and 
I talked to him about the statement I 
proposed to make. I read him a portion of 
the statement over the telephone the 
other day. To some extent I have modi
fled it a little. 

I said at that t.ime that I do not disdain 
for a moment whatever we do through 
the United Nations or through any diplo
matic channels, but I want to be sure 
that the North Koreans do not get the 
idea that they are going to get away 
with this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
NELSON in the chair) . The time of the 
Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
may proceed for an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Because that would be 
nothing more than encouragement to 
continue breaches of the armistice 
agreement that was signed at Panmun
jom, and, who knows, could probably re
sult in an invasion of South Korea, 
where we have sunk not hundreds of mil-

lions of dollars but billions of dollars in 
the last 15 years to rehabilitate that lit
tle country. 

I trust our people will get the idea that 
this Government means business and is 
not going to be kicked around. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator made 

the statement, and it is a true statement, 
that there have been 543 incidents and 
incursions during the year 1967. It might 
be well to point out that the total num
ber of incursions and incidents on the 
DMZ in 1966, the year before, was only 
50 all told, 13 incursions and 37 incidents. 
That figure indicates, of course, the in
crease in the past year, the tenseness, 
and the seriousness of the situation to 
which the distinguished minority leader 
has brought the attention of the Senate 
today. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I might point out that 
the figure of 543 breaches is for only a 
10-month period and not for the entire 
year. When we put it all together, this 
becomes very serious business. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I wish to commend the statement of the 
distinguished minority leader. I, too, feel 
that the attack upon the U.S. ship, the 
U.S.S. Pueblo, on the high seas was an 
act of war against the United States. It 
is not justified by any standard what
ever, and this country must respond to 
it. 

Precisely what that response may be 
is a matter that the President of the 
United States will have to decide. He is 
our Commander in Chief and he must 
consult with the advisers to him who have 
something to contribute. He cannot con
sult with everybody, of course, but he 
should consult with those in whom he 
has the greatest confidence and decide 
what the appropriate response should be. 

It is clear that the powers in North 
Korea do not propose to negotiate about 
this matter and that the Soviet Union at 
this moment is supporting North Korea 
in the position which that nation has 
taken. 

There are many things we could do. 
One of the most obvious courses would 
be to capture an equal number of sea
men of North Korea. They have ships of 
their own on the high seas, and it would 
be quite a simple matter for the U.S. 
Navy to capture or sink as many of them 
as we felt like capturing or sinking. 

If the Soviet Union wants to deal it
self in on it, they can get in on tit, too. 
We do not intend to be pushed around, 
bullied, or bluffed by small or great pow
ers. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, a show 
of weakness on the part of this country 
would not be interpreted as anything 
other than that this country is lacking 
the power, the strength, or the will to 
maintain its position in international 
affairs. This whole matter, of course, 
should be viewed as a part of a much 
larger problem: the confrontation that 
exists from day to day between the 
United States and the entire Commu
nist bloc, and particularly the Commu
nist countries of Asia and the Soviet 
Union. 

The more I look at it, the more I am 

firm in this view: we must start doing 
something that the United Nations has 
proved incapable of doing. 

In my judgment, as one who once 
served as a delegate to that organization, 
that organization is actually a failure 
so far as its real and initial purpose is 
concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro
ceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I discussed this matter with former Sec
retary of State Jimmy Byrnes, who 
served under President Roosevelt, and 
who was consulted and advised with re
gard to ·the creation of ~the Und.ted Na
tons. He pointed out to me on occasion 
that the complete frustration of this or
ganization is demonstrated by looking 
at article I, the description of members 
of the United Nations as peaceloving na
tions, bent upon saving humanity from 
the scourge of war. 

It is very clear that the Communist 
powers do not have that purpose in mind 
at all. Furthermore, when that organi
zation was created in 1945, Senators will 
recall that there was much discussion of 
the veto and what it would mean. We 
were asked what would be the situation 
if the five big powers could not cooperate. 
The answer to the $64 question at that 
time was stated as being that if the five 
big powers could not work together, 
nothing could be achieved at all. 

The last time I counted, there were 
more than 100 Russian vetoes against ef
fective action by the United Nations, and 
it is so much so that efforts are often
times dispensed with or not made be
cause everyone knows that in the event 
a resolution for action on collective se
curity through the Security Council were 
voted, the Soviet Union would veto it. 
Based upon past performance, many 
times members do not even try to get a 
resolution through, knowing that it 
would be vetoed if they did. Vetoes are 
unlimited. The Soviet Union can veto ac
tion by the Security Council forever. 
Nothing much can be accomplished one 
way or the other in that regard. The 
United Nations stands today as an im
pediment to effective world action for 
mutual security and peace, every time 
an incident such as a Pueblo arises, and 
someone says, "Let us go to the United 
Nations." 

They should take the United Nations 
off TV because it is frustrating and a 
waste of time in most instances. People 
would do better to look at the comics 
rather than seeing the United Nations 
on television. Much sound and fury, 
meaning nothing. 

I am reminded of a story I heard re
cently, concerning the first time an 
Indian saw a candidate for public o:mce. 
The candidate was making a great ora
torical effort, and after he was finished, 
someone asked the Indian, "What hap
pened?" 

The Indian said, "Well, white man 
make much thunder, much wind, no 
rain." 

That is about what the United Nations 
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has been able to achieve with respect to 
meeting the real crises which have de
veloped here and in other instances, 
when a truly effective organization for 
world peace might have achieved some
thing. 

We have tried to help people develop 
themselves with signed treaties. We 
have undertaken to carry out an inter
national commitment under United 
Nations treaties in accordance with our 
conscience and our duty. We have found 
that other nations, when looking upon 
the assurance of the United States that 
it would defend them, i·nstelad of arming, 
so that they could better do their part, 
and notwithstanding all our entreaties, 
have looked upon the U.S. commitment 
as meaning that they really would not 
have much to do to develop themselves 
as they had planned to do before, and 
therefore had actually moved toward 
disarmament rather than armament. 

We know how much gratitude we can 
expect from some people who sign a 
mutual commitment with us, that they 
would do their part if we did ours. Some 
of them have even announced unilater
ally that they were reducing their armed 
strength, and would do even less, and 
some people in our State Department 
have advised us that we should do more 
because those countries would be doing 
less. 

It will not work that way. In my judg
ment, we will have to declare that we are 
not going to defend people who will not 
join us in mutual defense, or adequately 
provide for their own defense by agree
ing to perform and to do their share 
toward helping defend their neighbors. 

This Nation of over 200 million per
sons is confronted with a Communist 
bloc of approximately 1 billion persons, 
and not all the nations are less developed 
or backward. We cannot carry the whole 
load by ourselves. We must have help. 

Many times the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], whom I see in the Chamber 
at this time, has stood in this Chamber 
and asked, "Where are our allies? We 
have undertaken to defend them. Where 
are they?" Some of them cannot muster 
the effort even to vote with us. 

I would say that we should be thinking 
in terms of meetin.g future crises, and 
meeting present crises, with something 
more effective than what we have now in 
the United Nations. We should be think
ing of organizing something which the 
United Nations has proved totally inca
pable of achieving; namely, organizing 
an effective instrument for world peace, 
organizing something that would achieve 
what article I of the United Nations 
Charter PUrPOrts to mean, and excluding 
those who do not propose to abide by its 
principles. 

What should we do, then, with the 
United Nations? In my judgment, the 
best thing we could do would be to send 
those people home. Otherwise, I would 
think we should recognize it for what 
it is, an impotent debating society. It 
would help our security if we would move 
the United Nations away from Manhat
tan Island and put it on some less popu
lated island in the Pacific, if we must 
have it on Anierican territory, where 
Communist spies could not opera.te so 

effectively against our defense and se
curity establishment. 

We should proceed to take the United 
Nations off television. Once in awhile, if 
something is said that might be worth
while, it could be put on the news wire. 
We should proceed to organize an effec
tive group of nations willing to do their 
part, to stand together in defense of 
their own boundaries, their own people, 
their freedoms, and their institutions, 
and insist that everyone do his share. 

Until we do something of that sort, 
this Nation will not know what it is to 
enjoy real security. 

Until we do that, our freedom will 
more a.nd more be threatened with 
greater and greater possibilities of war 
with 1 billion people in the Iron Curtain 
countries, with no one but the United 
States carrying the burden so far as the 
free world is concerned. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR BYRD 
OF VIRGINIA AT CONCLUSION OF 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the conclu
sion of morning business, notwithstand
ing the Pastore rule of germaneness, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE U.S.S. "PUEBLO" INCIDENT 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I hope and 

I believe we will emerge from the Pueblo 
incident without its deteriorating into 
a shooting confiict, but I think the epi
sode remains before us as one of the most 
important problems which should be dis
cussed in this session of the Congress. 

It seems to me that the United States 
engaged in a shocking, reckless, and 
needless adventure in this area, imperil
ing both the peace and prestige of the 
United States. It also seems to me crystal 
clear that we either should not have 
knowingly and deliberately sent the 
Pueblo on this sensitive spying mission in 
these well-known troubled waters, or, if 
in fact it is essential to our national secu
rity to send a ship like the Pueblo into an 
area which we know to be in semihostile 
waters, then we should certainly have 
protected it with adequate skypower and 
seapower. 

It seems to me that, whatever solution 
is developed, the United States will 
emerge from this experience a sadder and 
weaker nation. I read that the Commu
nists are already using it to decrease the 
prestige and stature of our country by 
making insolent Communist propaganda 
use out of it and causing it to develop 
at least into a humiliating experience for 
this country. 

I rise, Mr. President, not to attack the 
judgment of those in power who devel
oped this episode, but I do rise to point 
out that in times like these we should 
learn from this kind of experience, and 
that we should learn those lessons now, 
because, in fact, if those in charge of our 
military policy and foreign policy are 
going to jeopardize peace and risk the 
prestige of this country by needlessly 

moving into areas which are controver
sial, then it seems to me the time for us 
to try to avert a war is now, before it 
starts, instead of having to face another 
fait accompli without congressional 
action. 

For that reason, I seriously recom
mend that there be an investigation of 
who is responsible for this episode, and 
the reasons for it, to determine at what 
high level the decision was made, and 
what kind of procedures might be estab
lished to a vert another such decision 
developing, at least without its being a 
decision made at the highest Presiden
tial level. 

I do not feel that, with one great war 
on our hands now, we should take any 
action which is not totally necessary that 
will further imperil either our prestige, 
our peaceful relations with other na
tions, and our position as a world power. 

I was surprised to read on the front 
page of the New York Times, after the 
Foreign Relations Committee had had 
an executive session with Secretary Rusk 
on this matter, a rather accurate and 
comprehensive report which attributed 
to me some statements which I actually 
made in the committee room. I must 
commend Mr. John W. Finney on what
ever tactics he employed to get those 
facts. He did not talk to me or to my 
office. I am not sure I have the pleasure 
of even knowing Mr. Finney. But because 
it is surprisingly accurate, I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Jan. 27, 1968] 
SENATORS AsSAIL POLICY OJ' "PuEBLO"-

MUNDT CHARGES "BUNGLING"-RUSK Is 
SAm To PROMISE REviEw OF SPY SHIP USE 

(By John W. Finney) 
WASHINGTON, January 26.-The Adminis

tration ran into criticism and charges of 
"bungling" today in the Senate Foreign Be
lations Committee for permitting the inte111-
gence ship Pueblo to operate off the North 
Korean coast at a time of political tension 
in the Far East. 

As a result of the criticism, Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk was reported to have given 
assurances that the Administration would 
reconsider its policies governing the opera
tion of electronic spy ships off the shores 
of Communist nations. 

Meanwhile, in New York, Senator Jacob K. 
Javits called for Congress to conduct an 
inquiry into the Pueblo incident and other 
foreign policy issues. 

Mr. Rusk, who appeared before the com
mittee in executive session for a secret brief
ing on the Pueblo incident, obtained the 
unanimous support of the committee mem
bers for the Administration's diplomatic ef
forts to obtain from North Korea release of 
the Pueblo and her crew. 

The committee members were reported to 
have stressed that the Administration should 
not rush into any military action. 

COMMITTEE IS CRITICAL 
But when Mr. Rusk asked for committee 

advice on how to handle the incident, he 
was reported to have received instead criti
cism of the Administration for permitting 
the incident to develop. 

The sharpest criticism was reported to 
have come from Senator Karl E. Mundt, Re
publican of South Dakota, who is normally 
one of the more militant conservatives on 
the committee. 
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In response to the Rusk request for advice, 

Senator Mundt was understood to have com
plained that the Administration had "bun
gled very badly" in permitting the Pueblo 
to operate off the North Korean coast. 

Senator Mundt was reliably reported to 
have told Mr. Rusk that "we should not be 
running spy ships into controversial areas in 
a provocative manner unless it is highly im
portant that we get information that is not 
otherwise available." 

If such missions are absolutely necessary, 
Senator Mundt was understood to have sug
gested, the ships should not be sent into 
such sensitive areas unless protected by air 
cover or by "naval power over the horizon." 

Similar criticism, in somewhat less blunt 
terms, was understood to have come from 
other committee members, such as Senator 
Frank J. Lausche, Democrat of Ohio, and 
Senator Stuart Symington, Democrat of 
Missouri. 

In response to the criticism, Mr. Rusk was 
reported to have told the committee members 
that the Administration "might have to re
think" its past policies on the operations of 
intelligence ships and take steps to see that 
such incidents as the seizure of the Pueblo 
did not recur. 

From the criticism, it was apparent the 
PUeblo incident was having the significant 
political effect of producing a coalescing of 
views between liberals and conservatives on 
the oommittee, between OI'Iirtics and supporrt
ers of the A<:lmlmS'tr'a.tion's Vietnam policy. 

Their new common ground is a desire for a 
Congressional restraint on the foreign policy 
commitments undertaken by the Administra
tion and a concern that as a result of Viet
nam the nation is in danger of becoming 
militarily and politically overextended. 

UNEASY TRUCE 

The latter concern was reflected in the 
comments of Senator Mundt, who in the past 
has been a supporter of the Aministration's 
Vietnam policy. Mr. Mundt was understood 

· to have advised Mr. Rusk that the Adminis
tration should not undertake such intelli
gence patrols "in a period of uneasy truce, 
when you already have more war on your 
hands than you can handle and when you 
shouldn't be looking for more." 

The common ground of criticism being 
assumed by liberals a.nd consenatives was 
underscored by the similar comments of two 
individuals who are on opposi·te political 
poles-Senator Strom Thurmond, Republi
can of South Carolina, and John Kenneth 
Galbraith, national chairma.n of the Ameri
cans for Democratic Action. 

"To send poorly armed surface reconnais
sance ships into dangerous waters without 
air cover, naval escort or emergency plans 
for adequate support was a serious error 
in judgment," Senator Thurmond said in a 
statement. 

RISKY BUSINESS 

"ResponsibJ.e liberals will all wish to re
mind the Administration that sending in
te111gence gunboats into the immediate 

. neighborhood of a presumptively hostile 
country is an inherently risky bUJSiness," Mr. 
Galbraith said in a statement. 

After the Rusk briefing, some committee 
members privately expressed some doubts 
that high authorities in the executive branch 
and the military were aware of the mission 
of the Pueblo. 

The effect of the Pueblo incident, in the 
opinion of some committee members, will 
therefore be to reinforce a move within the 
committee to investigate the Administra
tion's handling of the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin 
incidents, in which two American destroyers 
were reported to have come under attack 
by North Vietnamese PT boats. 

The Rusk briefing was understood to have 
put to rest the suspicions of some commit
tee members that before the seizure, Pueblo 
might have intruded into North Korean ter-

ritorial waters, as has been charged by North 
Korea. 

TERRITORIAL WATERS 

Asked by reporters after the hearing 
whether the Pueblo had at any time entered 
North Korean territorial waters before her 
seizure, Mr. Rusk replied: 

"We have no inforxnation whatever point
ing in that direction. The ship was 1n in
ternational waters at all stages, according 
to every indication we have. And there are 
indications that the other side also knew 
that." 

When pressed on this point within the 
committee, Mr. Rusk was said to have ex
plained that he could not be categ_orical be
cause the Pueblo, until the time of her 
seizure, was xnaintaining radio silence and 
was not reporting her position. But he was 
said to have emphasized that the ship was 
under strict orders not to come any closer 
than 13 Iniles from the North Korean shore. 
North Korea claims a 12-mile territorial sea. 

Mr. MUNDT. I also ask unarumous 
consent to have two editorials printed at 
this point in the RECORD, commenting on 
the nature and character of the entire 
episode. 

One is entitled, "Appeal to the Coun
cil," which appeared in the Washing
ington Evening Star. The other is en
titled, "The Pueblo Warnings," from 
the New York Times. They are very 
knowledgeable American newspapers. 
The New York Times and the Washing
ton Star are poles apart in their attitude 
toward the conflict in Vietnam. They 
disagree and have diametrically opposite 
viewpoints on the conduct and purpose 
of war there. But on this particular epi
sode they see eye to eye. If one takes the 
times to read the editorials, he will see 
that they point out exa:ctly the point and 
conclusions I have made. Both of them 
support my basic theme in this field
that is, that we either should not have 
gone into what we know is a troubled 
area, where there have been over 500 
controversial incidents across the truce 
line in the past 10 months, or if the need 
to know or our capacity to learn and get 
the information required specUically this 
method, then it was reprehensible and 
indefensible to send that kind of ship 
on that kind of mission without protect
ing it with seapower and ainx)wer in 
order to make sure that its crew and the 
ship with its highly sensitive equipment 
did not fall into the hands of the enemy. 
On this point these two grea·t American 
papers agree entirely. 

There being no objection, the editori
als were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington (p.C.) Star, 
Jan. 26, 1968] 

APPEAL TO THE COUNCIL 

President Johnson's decision to seek the 
aid of the U.N. Security Council in obtain
ing the release of the USS Pueblo is a logical 
extension of his diplomatic efforts to free the 
ship and its crew. 

It does not follow, however, that tlle coun
cil can or will be of any assis·tance, and no 
false hopes should be raised in this respect. 
The most to be expected is that a council 
hearing would provide opportunity to air 
the charges against the North Koreans and, 
one may hope, to mob111ze world opinion 
against what some of our officials have call,ed 
an act of piracy. But any attempt by the 
council to ·take effective action, even if it 
were to survive a Russian veto, would in all 
probabiUty be ignored by North Korea. 

Nor does the call-up of nearly 15,000 air 
reservists promise to be of any help in 
getting back the Pueblo. Official etatements 
have indicated that the call-up was related 
to the seizure incident. And that may be, 
especially in the sense it gave the President 
a plausible basis for taking a step which 
he had feared would be unpopular. But it is 
difficult for us to see how the summoning 
of these men to active duty can help re
solve this immediate crisis. What it can do, 
however, is to ease the strain imposed on our 
air power by the demands of the war in 
Vietnam. 

As for the Pueblo, all of us might as well 
face the fact that the North Koreans have 
this country over a barrel. 

There have been plenty of demands that 
the President "do something," but we haven't 
seen any helpful suggestion as to just what 
it is that he might do which he isn't doing. 
A White House statement speaks of the Pres
ident's "earnest desire to settle this matter 
promptly and if at all possible by diplomatic 
means." This suggests a resort to other 
means if diplomacy fails. We doubt very 
much, however, that Mr. Johnson contem
plates the use of military force, or that the 
use of such force would achieve the basic 
objective of freeing the ship and the mem
bers of its crew. 

One lesson should be taken to heart. We 
do not know whether the Pueblo at any time 
intruded into North Korean territorial 

. waters, and i •t is doubtful that the dispute 
over this point can be satisfaotorily resolved. 
There can be no doubt, however, that the 
commander of the ship was authorized to 
take a serious risk. 

According to the Defense Department, "the 
Pueblo was under orders from the beginning 
of its mission to stay at least 13 miles from 
North Korean territory"--one mile outside 
the territorial waters claimed by the North 
Koreans. 

That, in our opinion, was too close. And 
if an approach to within 13 miles was nec
essary to the accomplishment of the Pueblo's 
mission, then the ship should have been fur
nished an effective armed escort. 

Hindsight? Perhaps so. But even a little 
bit of foresight a few days ago would have 
saved this country from a frustrating and 
agonizing experience. 

[From the New York Times] 
THE "PuEBLo" WARNINGS 

The evidence that at least twice this 
month, after seizing South Korean vessels, 
North Korea had warned that it might also 
ta.ke countermeasuLres a.grut·nst nearby Amer
ican "spy boats," raises serious questions 
about the American command and control 
system that permitted the Pueblo to be 
captured. 

Secretary of Defense-designate Clark 
Clifford has promised the Senate Armed 
Services Committee that after taking office 
he would review "the decision-maktng proc
ess and the authorities granted that would 
permit a. lightly armed U.S. ship, wiltlhout 
protection, to sall close to hostile shores even 
though in international waters." That is all 
to the good. But the Congress and the coun
try also ha.ve a right to know Who was 
responsible for this humiliating misadven
ture, and how it could have happened. 

The Asia analysts in Washington knew of 
the North Korean warwngs from the U.S. 
Government's Foreign Broadcast Informa
tion Service. Were their superion~ in the 
Pentagon and State Department informed? 
Did anyone alert the Pacific Command and 
the captain of the Pueblo? If they were 
alerted, why were precautions not taken to 
provide the Pueblo wi·th surface or air p!ro
tection or, at least, with a more effective 
contingency plan for action if th-reatened 
with capture? The affair is reminiscent of 
the manner in which American oftlcials dis
regarded warnings of an imminent Chinese 
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invasion of Korea in 1950 and the failure 
adequately to alert Pearl Harbor in 1941. 

The North Korean warnings were unmis
takable. On Jan. 6, according to South 
Korean sources, seventy South Korean fish
ing m-.aft were attacked and five captured by 
three North Korean ships. On Jan. 11 the 
South Korean radio announced an incursion 
by two f.agt North Korean ships into a group 
of 200 South Korean fishing boats, one of 
whi.ch was sunk by collision and three 
forced to go north. 

The North Korean communiques, ca.rried 
on the English language service of the 
(North) Korean Central News Agency, were 
almost identical on both ocoasions. That of 
Jan. 11 stated: "The United States imper
ialist aggressor troops again dispatched from 
early this morning hundreds of fishing boats 
and spy boats into the coastal waters of our 
side o:lf the Eastern coast to perpetrate hos
tile acts. This noon our naval ships on 
patrol duty on the spot detained the vessels 
involved in the hostile acts. As long as the 
U.S. imperialist aggressors conduct recon
naissance by sending spy boats, our naval 
ships Will continue to take determined 
countermeasures.'' 

On Jan. 21, North Korea's delegate at 
Panmunjom, Gen. Pak Chung Kook, pro
tested formally against the United States 
"having infiltrated into our coastal waters 
a number of armed spy boa-ts, espionage 
bandi.ts together with a group of South 
Korean fishing boats." According to his ac
count on Jan. 25, he "repeatedly demanded 
that you immedia-tely stop such crlmlnru 
acts." 

Whether or not the accusations were true, 
why were not the wa.rnings taken more 
seriously? 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, comment 
has been made that we should learn some 
lessons from the Pueblo incident. The 
lessons will involve, I assume, being firm 
in our response, precise in our naval 
navigation-the usual list which is put 
together after such dangerous incidents, 
just as after the U-2 spy plane a few 
years ago. I would suggest one other 
item be put on the list. We should prom
ise to remember the Pueblo-and the 
U-2 incident--when we consider extend
ing nuclear treaties, disarmament, and 
arms control agreements, consular trea
ties, East-West trade agreements, peace
ful use of outer space arrangements, re
visions of m111tary alliances, and the 
United Nations Charter. What is my 
point? Just this: there seems in auto
matic opposition to these proposals be
cause "they are dangerous." We are 
warned we should not look to such in
ternational arrangements and we should 
avoid treaty arrangements in these 
"peace" areas because you cannot trust 
other nations; they will cut corners. 
Once some benefit is seen to :flow to the 
Soviet Union in the consular treaty, for 
example, we are told the agreement 
would be bad for the United States, and 
would be dangerous. Yet, in our own 
business experiences, we know that a 
contract is a good contract, one most 
likely to be respected, when there are 
benefits to both parties. 

One lesson we should take from the 
Pueblo and everything like it is that 
there are incredible dangers with which 
we live every day of our lives, simply 
because we do not have the will fully 
to seek to develop the kind of change 
in basic international relations that will 
make unnecessary a U-2 or a spy ship. 
Certainly, arms control agreements have 

risks; so do peace treaties and grant of 
additional powers to the U.N. and test 
bans and the whole list of peace efforts. 
But hereafter when we debate such pro
posals, remember the Pueblo, the U-2, 
and the other enormous dangers which 
we do live with but which might be 
eliminated, in part, by extending the 
peace efforts. Conceding dangers in the 
peace efforts, remember the Pueblo 
which dramatically shows the dangers 
we run unt_il peace effort agreements 
are developed. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it is with 
some reluctance that I speak out today 
on the matter that is uppermost in the 
thoughts of all of us. However, I do so 
because the Pueblo incident has pro
duced a vast uneasiness throughout our 
Nation, and because questions are being 
asked of those of us who represent the 
people here in Congress--questions that 
deserve to be answered fully and frankly. 

At this critical hour, Mr. President, let 
me emphasi.oo that I do not intend Ito 
comment upon-and certainly I shall not 
criticize--efforts now underway to ob
tain release of the Pueblo and its crew. 
Of course, this is the urgent first order 
of business, and in his efforts, the Pres
ident of the United States has my full 
suppo.rt. 

But what happened, and, more impor
tantly, what did not happen, during a 3-
or 4-hour period before the Pueblo finally 
docked at the North Korean port of 
Wonsan, raises broad and serious ques
tions. Those questions involve our na
tional security. It is hoped that one may 
discuss them without being accused of 
the cant of criticism. 

Mr. President, I am not an expert, but 
if the Pueblo and other recent incidents 
are tests of our credibility and our readi
ness to act, it would be well to recall and 
heed the advice of Abraham Lincoln on 
tlle eve of another crisis: 

I think the necessity of being ready in
creases-look to tt. 

Now, Mr. President, I come to a matter 
in connection with the Pueblo incident 
which is most disturbing to me and, 
judging from the telegrams and mail I 
am receiving, I know it is disturbing to 
many Americans. 

Mr. President, if our defense system is 
structured on the basic premise that we 
are organized and ready to respond al
most instantly, it is assumed that a mis
sile attack will be met within minutes by 
a massive response on our part. 

The American people believe---and we 
expect the Communists to believe-that 
our civilian-military command is so or
ganized and structured that critical pol
icy questions will reach the Pentagon in 
a matter of seconds, and that, if nec
essary, appropriate orders will be dis
patched. An open line to the White House 
is always available if needed. 

However, Mr. President, the question 
is raised: In a matter of such grave con
sequence as the seizure of the Pueblo, why 
were these procedures not utilized-if, in 
fact, they were not? 

Mr. President, I believe it would be 
helpful to review what happened-and 
did not happen-based upon what the 
people of the United States and the peo
ple of the world have been told. 

According to Ambass•ador Goldberg's 
statement before the United Nations Se
curity Council on Friday, the Pueblo re
ported that at noon, Korean time, which 
would be 10 p.m. Washington time, it 
had "encountered one SO-l class North 
Ko:ream. patrol craft.'' 

In his statement, Mr. Goldberg said: 
The North Korean patrol boat .... used 

international flag signals to request the 
Pueblo's nationality. The Pueblo .... identi
fied herself as a U.S. vessel. The North Korean 
vessel then signaled: "Heave to or I will open 
fire on you." 

According to Mr. Goldberg, the Pueblo 
replied: 

I am in international waters. 

And Mr. Goldberg added that-
(The Korean) vessel then proceeded for 

approximately an hour to circle the Pueblo. 

From what we have been told by Am
bassador Goldberg, the Pueblo was 
boarded shortly after 1 :50 p.m. Korean 
time--11 :50 p.m. Washington time. Ac
cording to Mr. Goldberg's statement, the 
Pueblo then was 25 nautical miles from 
the Port of Wonsan, and 16.3 nautical 
miles from the nearest point on the North 
Korean mainland. Reports have indi
cated that it would have taken the North 
Koreans at least 2 hours to get the slow 
Pueblo craft into the port, if she were 25 
miles a way, as reported. 

Thus, it appears that at least 3 hours
and closer to 4 hours--el·apsed, in all, 
from the time the Pueblo was accosted 
until it docked in port. 

But approximately an hour and 50 
minutes elapsed between the demand 
"Heave to, or I will open fire on you," 
and the actual boarding. After the North 
Korean patrol boat issued such an or
der-knowing the Pueblo to be a U.S. 
vessel-and after it then proceeded to 
circle the Pueblo, how could such a chal
lenge be taken as anything but an act of 
war on the high seas? 

Are the American people to believe 
that word of such a threat to "open fire" 
did not reach the Pentagon within an 
hour and 50 minutes? Are we to believe 
that notification did not reach the Penta
gon within minutes? 

Let us turn for a moment to Washing
ton and reports here as to what hap
pened-or, more realistically, what did 
not happen. 

According to a story in last Friday's 
Washington Star by Associated Press 
writer Fred S. Hoffman: 

Defense omcials said Wednesday they did 
not know when Washington was first noti
fied. 

Mr. President, that is incredible-abso
lutely incredible. 

According to the same story: 
Civilian omcials said commander sent no 

request to Washington for authority to take 
any steps, and that no instructions were sent 
from Washington to the ship. 

There seems to be no reason to dispute 
that statement. Assuming that the com
mander in the field did not actually re-
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quest authority to take action, the impor
tant question remains: Was the Penta
gon aware of what was going on? If the 
Pentagon was aware, should it not have 
issued instructions, under such circum
stances? 

It is understandable that caution 
would be exercised before actually order
ing the use of military force, but why, 
for example, were not planes dispatched 
immediately to the area, to stand by, as 
soon as the North Korean threat "I will 
open fire" was made? 

As a matter of hindsight, of course, it 
would not be difficult to decide now that 
particular instructions might have been 
wrong, but it would be reassuring, at 
least, if we could know that some de
cision was made and that an order from 
Washington was dispatched. But there is 
no reassurance whatsoever in the revela
tion that Washington apparently issued 
no instructions and gave no orders. 

Mr. President, we are told that the 
Pueblo commander called for help about 
11:45 p.m., when the boarding began. 
The last message from the Pueblo, we 
are told, was sent at 12: 12 a.m. Press 
reports indicate that Secretary Mc
Namara was not notified until12: 30 a.m., 
and, apparently, it was 1% hours later 
when the President was notified. 

There are a number of questions, Mr. 
President, and not the least of these is 
the question which has been raised a 
number of times here on the Senate 
floor: Why was the Pueblo sent into such 
an exposed position without adequate 
protection? 

What about our command structure 
and our communications? 

Mr. President, to fulfill my responsi
bility as a U.S. Senator, I believe I have 
no choice but to join in the request al
ready made by the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] in call
ing for an investigation of this incident, 
particularly what happened-and what 
did not happen-during the period before 
the Pueblo was actually docked at the 
port of Wonsan. 

I was pleased to note that the distin
guished chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Preparedness Investigating 
Subcommittee [Mr. STENNIS], on a na
tionwide television program yesterday, 
stated, in effect, that we expect to get all 
the facts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may have 1 additional min
ute, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I commend the Senator 
from Mississippi for that statement, and 
I urge him and the members of his com
mittee to go forward with a full investi
gation in order to get all of the facts. 
The American people demand them and 
they are entitled to them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the several 
articles to which I have referred be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, 
Jan. 26, 1968] 

NAVY SEETHEs IN SHIP Am Row 
(By Fred S. Hoffman) 

Navy omcers are seething at what they 
consider an attempt by civ111an Pentagon 
oftlcials to point the finger at military com
manders for not dispatching help to the Navy 
inte111gence ship Pueblo. 

These omcers are not disputing an assertion 
by civ111an oftlcials at the Pentagon that the 
decision against sending jets to the aid of 
the Pueblo, as it faced capture off North 
Korea, was made by field commanders with
out asking Washington. 

But the Navy omcers feel civilian authori
ties are going out of their way to shuck any 
blame and load it on the Navy, in case the 
lack a! help to the small, lightly armed ship 
blows up into a national controversy. 

Talking with newsmen, the civ11ian oftlcials 
said commanders sent no request to Wash
ington for authority to take any steps that 
no instructions were sent from Washington 
to the ship and that Secretary of Defense 
Robert S. McNamara wasn't called about the 
situation until nearly 2~ hours after the 
Pueblo had been challenged by a North 
Korean patrol boat. 

Days of prodding for details have resulted 
in partial explanations while leaving anum
ber a! key facets either vague or blank. 

Defense oftlcials said Wednesday that they 
do not know when Washington was :tlrst 
notified that the Pueblo had been accosted. 
A day earlier Pentagon spokesmen said word 
Wias received before midnight Monday but 
that the precise time was classified. 

Before midnight could cover a two-hour 
stretch during which the Pueblo was under 
pressure. 

It is not clear why McNamara was not 
called earlier, or why President Johnson was 
not informed until at least an hour and a 
half after McNamara. 

A White House spokesman has said that 
Johnson was not called earlier than 2 a.m. 
EST Tuesday because presidential aide Walt 
W. Rostow was pulling together information 
with which to brief the President. 

There is no explanation as to why com
manders in the Pacific did not send help. Nor 
are reporters able to pin down at what com
mand level decisions were made. 

Also unanswered is the nature of the 
standing instructions the Pueblo's skipper, 
Cmdr. Lloyd M. Bucher, had to deal with 
such a situation. 

The Pentagon has said the Pueblo's skip
per reported "periodically to higher author
tty," without specifying how often and at 
what times. 

Why didn't the Pueblo resist? Why didn't 
the crew scuttle her rather than surrender? 

How were the four wounded crewmen hurt? 
Defense oftlcials say the messages provided 
no details, beyond saying that one man's leg 
was blown off. 

This has given rise to speculation that the 
men suffered their wounds while destroying 
secret tntelltgence gathering and analyzing 
equipment. The Pueblo did message that the 
crew was trying to destroy this secret gear, 
but defense oftlctals say they do not know 
how much was kept out of enemy hands. 

Navy sources say :that rthe Pueblo was nn
der orders to duck a fight and to keep her 
three machine guns sheathed. 

The Pentagon refuses to discuss the Pueb
lo's standing instructions on grounds they 
constitute "rules of engagement." 

Navy sources said that Bucher had gone 
on patrol off North Korea with orders to move 
out of an area if he was harassed and to avoid 
using his guns. 

The Navy sources said the Pueblo's crew 
did not have time to scuttle her. They said 
scuttling would have required the rigging of 
explosive charges below decks, and that open
ing her valves would not have been enough. 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 27,1968] 
U.S. STATEMENT ON THE GRAVE THREAT TO 

PEACE IN KOREA 

(Text of statement by U.S. Ambassador 
Arthur J. Goldberg to the United Nations; 
Security Council) 
The United States has requested this meet

ing, as I stated in my letter to you, to con
sider the grave threat to peace which the 
authorities of North Korea have brought: 
about by their increasingly dangerous and 
aggressive military actions in violation of' 
the Korean armistice agreement of 1953, of 
the United Nations Charter, and of Interna
tional law. 

We have asked that the Council be con
vened at an hour when peace is in serious 
and imminent danger-when firm and forth
with action is required to avert that danger· 
and preserve peace. 

A virtually unarmed vessel of the United 
States Navy, sailing on the high seas, has 
been wantonly and lawlessly seized by 
armed North Korean patrol boats, and her 
crew forcibly detained. This warlike action 
carries a danger to peace which should be 
obvious to all. 

A party of armed raiders, infiltrated from 
North Korea, has been intercepted in the 
act of invading the South Korean capital 
city of Seoul with the admitted assignment 
of assassinating the president of the Re
public of Korea. This event marks the climax 
of a campaign by the North Korean au
thorities, over the past 18 months, of steadily 
growing infiltration, sabotage and terrorism 
in flagrant violation of the Korean armistice 
agreement. 

PARALLEL ACTIONS 

Mr. President, these two lines of action 
tare manifestly parallel. Both stem from 
North Korea. Both are completely unwar
ranted and unjustified. Both are aimed 
against peace and security in Korea. Both 
violate the United Nations Charter, solemn 
international agreements, and time-honored 
international law. And both pose a grave 
threat to peace in a country whose long 
search for peace and reunification in free
dom has been an historic concern to the 
United Nations and of my country. 

We bring these grave developments to the 
attention of the Security Council in the sin
cere hope that the Council will act promptly 
to remove the danger to international peace 
and security. For Mr. President, it must be 
removed and without delay. And it will be 
removed only if action is taken forthwith 
to secure the release of the USS Pueblo and 
its 83-man crew and to bring to an end the 
pattern of armed transgressions by North 
Korea against the Republic of Korea. My 
government has stated at the highest level 
our earnest desire to settle this matter 
promptly and peacefully and, if at all possi
ble, by diplomatic means. 

It is testimony to this desire that infidel
ity to the charter my government has 
brought this matter to the Security Council 
which has the primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and se
curity, and which, together with other or
gans of the United Nations, has a special, an 
historic concern for peace and security in 
Korea. 

RESPONSmiLITY 

It is imperative, therefore, that the Se
curity Council act with the greatest urgency 
and decisiveness. The existing situation can
not be allowed to stand. It must be corrected 
and the Council must face up to its respon
sibilty to see it corrected. This course is far 
more preferable to other remedies which the 
charter reserves to member states. 

Let me now turn to the facts concerning 
these two aspects of North Korean aggres
sive conduct on which the Council's action 
is urgently required. 

At 12 noon on January 23, Korean time, 
the United States Ship Pueblo manned, by 
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a crew of six officers, 75 enlisted men and 
two civillans, and sailing in international 
waters off the North Korean coast, was con
fronted by a heavily armed North Korean 
patrol boat identified as submarine chaser 
Number 35. 

The strict instructions under which the 
Pueblo was operating required it to stay at 
least 13 nautical miles from the North Ko
rean coast. While my country adheres to the 
three-mile rule of international law con
cerning territorial waters, nevertheless the 
ship was under orders whose effect was to 
stay well clear of the 12-mlle limit which 
the North Korean authorities have by long 
practice followed. 

The USS Pueblo reported this encounter 
and its location at the time in the following 
words-and I wish to quote exactly what was 
reported by radio at the time of the en
counter-"USS Pueblo encountered one SO-l 
class North Korean natrol craft at 0300"
that is at 12 noon Korean time- and then, 
I am repeating its broadcast-"position 39-
25.2 NL 127-55.0 EL DIW." I might explain 
that DIW means "dead in water," the stand
ard terminology meaning that all engines are 
stopped and the vessel was stationary. 

THE MAP 

Now, with your permission, Mr. President, 
I should like to refer to this map provided 
for the convenience of the Council and show 
the exact location of the Pueblo as given in 
these coordinates. If the members of the 
Council will look at the map, you will see a 
Number 3 blue. Number 3 blue is approxi
mately 25 nautical miles from the port of 
Wonsan. It is 16.3 nautical miles from the 
nearest poinlt of 1lhe Nor.th Korean main• 
land on the peninsula of Hodo-Pando, and 
15.3 nautical miles from the island of Ung
do. 

Now, at exactly the same time, the North 
Korean submarine chaser Number 35 which 
intercepted the Pueblo reported its own loca
tion in the Number 3 red-and this is a 
report now from the North Korean sub
marine chaser Number 35 monitored by 
us-and that location was 39 degrees 25 
minutes north latitude and 127 degrees 56 
minutes east longitude. You will note the 
posi.tions. In other words, these two reported 
positions are within a mile of one another 
and show conclusively that according to the 
North Korean report, as well as our own, 
that the Pueblo was in international waters. 

ORAL MESSAGE 

The report of its loca.tion by the North 
~orea.n craf·t, made international Morse 
code, was followed ten minutes later by the 
following oral message from the North 
Korean craft to its base, and I quote it: "We 
have approached the target here, the name 
of the target is GER 1-2." 

Now, we talk a.bout the Pueblo and that 
is the name by which the ship is, of course, 
known. But the technical name for this ship 
is GER 2 and this name was painted on the 
side of the ship. 

The message continued, and I again quote 
the Korean radio message in Korean words: 
"Get it? GER 1-2: did you get it? So our 
control target is GER 1-2. I will send it again. 
Our control target is GER 1-2." 

Inasmuch as the location of the Pueblo 
is of course a matter of vital importance, it 
is important to the Council to know that the 
information available to the United States 
as reported by our vessel to our authorities 
and to the North Korean authorities as re
ported by its vessel and transmitted by its 
own ship was virtually identical, with only 
this small margin of difference. And, inter
estingly enough, the North Korean ship re
ported the Pueblo to be about a mile farther 
away from the shore'line than the United 
States fix of its position. So you see, the 
North Korean broadcast, monitored, was re
porting what I have stated to this Council. 

Mr. President, we have numerous other 
reports during this encounter consistent 

with the location I have described. And in
formation other than coordinates corrobo
rative of what I have said is by voice 
monitor. Information on coordinates, as I 
said, was by international Morse code. 

"HEAVE TO" 

The North Korean patrol boat, having 
made its approach, used international :flag 
signals to request the Pueblo's nationality. 
The Pueblo, replying with the same signal 
system, .identified herself as a United States 
vessel. The North Korean vessel then sig
nalled: "'Heave to or I will open fire on 
you." The Pueblo replied: "I am in inter
national waters." 

The reply was not challenged by the North 
Korean vessel, which under international 
law, if there had been an intrusion-which 
there was not-should have escorted the 
vessel from the area in which it was. How
ever, that vessel then proceeded for approxi
mately an hour to circle the Pueblo, which 
maintained its course and kept its distance 
from the shore. At that point three addi
tional North Korean armed vessels appeared, 
one of which ordered the Pueblo: "Follow 
in my wake." As this order was issued, the 
four North Korean vessels closed in on the 
Pueblo and surrounded it. At the same time 
two Mig aircraft appeared overhead and cir
cled the Pueblo. The Pueblo attempted 
peacefully to withdraw from this encircle
ment but was forcibly prevented from doing 
so and brought to a dead stop. It was then 
seized by an armed boarding party and 
forced into the North Korean port of Wonsan. 

Now, reports from the North Korean 
naval vessels on their location and on their 
seizure of the Pueblo at this point show that 
the Pueblo was constantly in international 
waters. 

At 1:50 p.m. Korean time, within a few 
minutes of the reported boarding of the 
Pueblo, North Korean vessels reported their 
position at 39-26 NL 128-{)2 EL or about 21.3 
miles from the nearest North Korean land. 
This is the point on the map here. And we 
would be very glad, Mr. President, to make 
this map available for the records· of the 
Security Council. 

DENIES INTRUSION . 

Now, Mr. President, I want to lay to rest
completely to rest-some intimations that 
the Pueblo had intruded upon the territorial 
waters and was sa111ng away from territorial 
waters and that the North Korean ships were 
in hot pursuit: This is not the case at all 
and I shall demonstrate it by this map. 

Now, we will show by times and the course 
of the vessel exactly what occurred and you 
will see from this that the location of the 
Pueblo was constantly far away from Korean 
shores, always away from the 12-mile limit 
until it was taken into Wonsan by the North 
Korean vessels. The locations of the Pueblo 
are shown on the blue line and the location 
of the SO-l 035, the first North Korean vessel, 
on the red line. 

Now, the Pueblo, far from having sailetl 
from inside territorial waters to outside ter
ritorial waters, was cruising in an area-in 
this area-and this will be demonstrated by 
the time sequence-and when I say, "this 
area," I mean the area that is east and south 
of any approach to the 12-mile limit. 

At 0830 Korean local time, the Pueblo was 
at the location I now point to on the map. 
It had come to that point from the southeast, 
not from anywhere in this vicinity. And that 
is point one on the map so that our record 
will be complete. Point two on the map 
shows the position of the North Korean sub
marine chaser number 35 as reported by 
her at 10:55, and you will see that she is 
close to-the North Korean vessel, not the 
Pueblo-the 12-mile limit. 

Point number three is the position re
ported by the Pueblo at 12 o'clock noon and 
you will see that she is a considerable dis
tance from the 12-mile limit, which is the 
dotted line. 

Red point number three is the position re
ported by the North Korean submarine chaser 
number 35 at 12 o'clock noon, when it sig
nalled the Pueblo to stop. In other words, 
this is the position of the North Korean 
vessel, this is the position of the Pueblo; and 
the position of the North Korean vessel that 
I point to, the red line, the position audibly 
by the North Korean vessel. There is very 
little difference in these two reports. 

Point number four is the position reported 
by the North Korean vessel at 13:50, 1:50 
p.m., when she reported boarding the Pueblo. 
And you will recall that I just told the 
Council that the Pueblo, seeking to escape 
the encirclement, did not move in the direc
tion which would have transgressed the 12-
mile limit. 

Now, all of this is verified not by reports 
solely from the Pueblo; all of this is verified 
by reports from the North Korean vessels 
which were monitored and I think it is a very 
clear picture of exactly what transpired. 

Here, too, Mr. President, with your permis
sion we will make this available. 

NORTH KOREANS' INTENT 

Mr. President, it is incontrovertible from 
this type of evidence, which is physical evi
dence of International Morse Code signals 
and voice reports, that the Pueblo when first 
approached and when seized, was in interna
tional waters, well beyond the 12-mile limit; 
and that the North Koreans knew this. 

Further compounding this offense against 
international law, and the gravity of this 
warlike act, is the fact that the North Ko
reans clearly intended to capture the Pueblo 
knowing that it was in international waters, 
and force it to sail into the port of Wonsan. 
This aim is made clear by messages ex
changed among the North Korean vessels 
themselves which we monitored, including 
the following: "By talking this way, it wm 
be enough to understand according to pres
ent instructions we will close down the radio, 
tie up the personnel, tow it and enter port 
at Wonsan. At present we are on our way 
to ·boarding. We are coming in." This is an 
EACT voice broadcast from the ship which 
acknowledges the instructions that it was 
following. 

Now, Mr. President, in light of this, this 
was no mere incident, no case of mistaken 
identity, no case of mistaken location. It 
was nothing less than a deliberate, premedi
tated, armed attack on a United States naval 
vessel on the high seas, an attack whose 
gravity is underlined by these simple factR 
which I should now like to sum up. 

The location of the Pubelo in interna
tional waters was fully known to the North 
Korean authorities since the broadcasts were 
not only between its own ships but were 
directed to its shore installations. 

The Pueblo was so lightly armed that the 
North Koreans in one of the conversations 
which we have monitored even reported it 
as unarmed. 

The Pueblo was therefore in no position 
to engage in a hostile, warlike act towards 
the territory or vessels of North Korea; and 
the North Koreans knew this. 

Nevertheless, the Pueblo, clearly on the 
high seas, was forcibly stopped, boarded and 
seized by North Korean armed vessels. This 
is a knowing and willful aggressive act
part of a deliberate series of actions in con
travention of international law and of sol
emn international arrangements designed to 
keep peace in the area, which apply not only 
to land forces but to naval forces as well. 
It is an action which no member of the 
United Nations could tolerate. 

I might add, in light of the comments of 
the distinguished Soviet representative on 
the adoption of the agenda, that Soviet 
ships engaged in exactly the same activities 
as the Pueblo sail much closer to the shores 
of other states. And one such Soviet ship 
right now is to be found in the Sea of Japan, 
and currently is not far from South Korean 
shores. 
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TURNS TO INFILTRATION 

I turn now to the other grave category of 
aggressive actions taken by the North Korean 
authorities: Their systematic campaign of 
infiltration, sabotage and terrorism across 
the armistice demarcation line, in gross vio
lation of the armistice agreement--not only 
in the vicinity of the Demilitarized Zone 
but also in many cases deep in the territory 
of the Republic of Korea--culminating in 
the recent raid •against the capital city of 
Seoul, the Presidential Palace and the per
son of the President of the Republic. 

The gravity of this campaign has already 
been made known to the Security Council. 
Last Nov. 2 I conveyed to the Council are
port from the United Nations Command in 
Korea, summing up the evidence of a drastic 
increase in violations by North Korea of the 
Korean armistice agreement and subsequent 
agreement pertaining thereto. This report 
Security Council Document S/8217 noted 
that the number of incidents involving 
armed infiltrators from North Korea had in
creased from 50 in 1966 to 543 in the first 
ten months of 1967; and that the number of 
soldiers and civilians killed by these infiltra
tors had increased from 35 in 1966 to 144 in 
the same period of 1967. The further report of 
the United Nations Command for the whole 
year 1967, filed today, shows a total of 566 
incidents for 1967 and a total of 153 indi
viduals ktlled by the North Korean infiltra
tors. The United Nations Command in its 
report has further pointed out that, al
though North Korea had refused all requests 
by the United Nations Command for inves
tigation of these incidents by joint observer 
teams pursuant to the armistice agreement, 
the evidence that the attacks had been 
mounted from North Korea is incontestable. 
This evidence is subject to verification by 
these reports, which are on file with the Se
curity Council. 

The terrorist campaign, Mr. President, has 
now reached a new level of outrage. Last 
Sunday, Jan. 21, security forces of the Re
public of Korea made contact with a group 
of some 30 armed North Koreans near the 
Presidential Palace in Seoul. In a series of 
engagements, both in Seoul and between 
Seoul and the Deinilitarized Zone, lasting 
through Jan. 24, about half of this group 
were killed and two captured. It has now 
been ascertained that the infiltration team 
totaled 31 agents, all with the rank of lieu
tenant or higher, dispatched from the 124th 
North Korean Army unit; that these agents 
had received two years' training including 
two weeks of training for the present mis
sion, bt special camps established in North 
Korea for this purpose; and that their as
signed mission included the assassination of 
the president of the Republic of Korea. 

I might add, Mr. President, that the North 
Korean authorities make no secret of the 
political strategy and motivation behind 
these attacks. Their daily pJ.'Iopaganda v111fles 
the government of the Republic of Korea 
and denies its very right to exist. Yet, Mr. 
President, this same government of the Re
public of Korea is recognized by 77 govern
ments, is a member of numerous specialized 
agencies of the United Nations and enjoys 
observer status at the United Nations Head
quarters. 

INCREASE IN TEMPO SEEN 
Mr. President, it is obvious that this long 

series of attacks by North Korean infiltrators 
across the Demilitarized Zone--and by other 
groups of North Korean armed personnel 
which, traveled by sea, have penetrated into 
even the southern portions of South Korea-
has steadily increased in its tempo and its 
scope--until it threatens to undermine the 
whole structure of the armistic regime, un
der which peace has been preserved in a 
divided Korea for 14 years. 

In the interest of international peace and 
security, this deterioration cannot be allowed 
to continue. It must be reversed promptly. 
The armistice agreements must be restored to 

their full vigor, and the weight of the in
fluence of the Security Council must be ex
erted to this vitally important end. 

Mr. President, these are the facts of the 
threat to peace created by North Korea's ag
gressive actions on sea and land. With all 
earnestness I ask the Security Council to act 
firmly and swiftly to rectify this dangerous 
situation and eliminate this threat to p~ace. 
Despite the most serious provocation_:_a 
provocation which every nation would recog
nize as serious and dangerous-my govern
ment is exercising great restraint in this mat
ter. We seek to give the processes of peace
ful action all possible scope. We believe 
those processes can work swiftly and effec
tively, if the international community-in
cluding the members of this Councllindivid
ually and collectively, so will it. 

But, Mr. President, these peaceful processes 
must work. The present situation is not ac
ceptable and it cannot be left to drift. This 
great and potent organization of peace must 
not let the cause of peace in Korea be lost by 
default to the high-handed tactics of a law
less regime. Such a course would be an in
vitation to catastrophe. 

Therefore, let the Security Council, with 
its great influence, promptly and effectively 
help to secure forthwith the safe return of 
the Pueblo §.-nd her crew, and to restore to 
full vigor and effectiveness the Korean armis
tice agreement. 

Fellow members of the Security Council, 
we have a clear and urgent responsibility un
der the Char-ter to help keep the peace. I 
trust the Council will discharge this respon
sibility. 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR 
The b111 (H.R. 14563) to amend the 

Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 and the 
Railroad Unemployment Insu:mnce Act 
to provide for increase in benefits. and 
for other purposes, received in a message 
·from the House of Representatives on 
Friday, January 26, 1968, was read twice 
by ilts title and placed on the calendar. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the senate the following letters, which 
were referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED REDUCTION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

MILITARY EQUIPMENT, RESEARCH, DEvELoP• 
MENT, TEsT, AND EvALUATION, FISCAL YEAR 
1968 
A letter from the Deputy Secretary, Depa.rt

menst of Defense, tr.a.nsmitting a draft of 
proposed legisl81t1Q_n to reduce and repeal au
thol'liza.tions in the amount of $1,846,818,000 
for a.ppropl'liwti.ons durtng the flsoa:l yea.r 1968 
for procurement of aircraft, miss.Ues, naval 
vessels, tracked oombait vebicles, and re
sea.rch, developmelllt, test, and evaluation for 
the Armed Porcee a.nd to 1.ncrtease authoriza
tions 1n the amo1mt of $177,086,000 and for 
other purposes (with a.n aooompa.nying 
paper); to the CommJ.ttee on Ail'med Services. 
PRoPOSED APPROPRIATIONS FOR MILITARY EQUIP-

MENT, RESEARCH, DEVELOMENT, TEST AND 
EvALUATION, FiscAL YEAR 1969 
A letter fTom the Depurty Seoretaey, Depa.rt

melllt of Defense, tra.nsmLtt4ng a draft of 
proposed legislattion to a.utbol'lize a.ppropria
tions during the flscal year 1969 for prooure
melllt of a.ti'cra.ft, mJssiles, navaJ. vessels, and 
trlacked oomba.t vebicles, resea.rch, develop
melllt, test, a.nd eva.luwtion for the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes (with a.n ac
com.panytng paper); to the Oomm1ttee on 
Ail'med Services. 

REPORT OF FEDERAL MARITIME CoMMISSION 
A letter from the Ohairinaln, Fedeml Mart

time Commission, transmitting, pursua.nt to 

la.w, the Sixth Annual Report of the Federal 
Marltime Com.mi.ssdon for the flsoal year 
ended June 30, 1967 (with an accompanying 
report) ; to the Commi,trt;ee on Oommeree. 
PROPOSED 4-YEAR EXTENSION PERIOD FOR 

TRANSMISSION OF REORGANIZATION PLANS TO 
THE CONGRESS 
A letter from the Director, Bureau of the 

Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
tra.nsmtttin.g a draft of proposed legisl811:4on 
to amend Chapter 9 of title 5 of the United 
stalte6 Oode, relating to executive reorga.ntza
tlf.on (wtth an accompanying paper); to the 
Oommlttee on Government Operations. 

REPoRT OF NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL 
COMMISSION 

A letter from the Federal Cooha.irman and 
the Stalte Cochaimlaln, New England Re
glona.l Com.IW.ssion, Washington, D.C., trans
mitting, pursua.nt to law, a report on the 
activities of the New England Regional Com
m1ssion for the fisoaJ. year 196'7, 1ncluddng 
actions taken at 1Jts July 6, 1967 meeting 
(with an accompanying repoot); to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

·PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDING OFFICER: 
A resolution adopted by the Beltrami 

County Welfare Board, Bemidji, Minn., pray
ing for the enactment of legislation for the 
relief of certain distressed areas of Minne
sota; to the Committee on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the citywide 
committee to support the war on poverty, 
Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the enact
ment of legislation relating to the Office of 
Economic Opportunity budget; ordered to 
lie on the table. 

REPORT OF A COMM:I'I'TEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on 

Labor and PubUc Welf184"e, Wi1rth amend
ment: 

S. Res. 220. Resolution to provide addi
tional professional and clerical staff for the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare; 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF COMMIT
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, I submit a report from 
the Committee on Armed Services on the 
nomination of Clark M. Clifford, of 
Maryland, to be Secretary of Defense, 
with the recommendation that the nom
ination be confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nom
ination will be received and placed on 
the Executive Calendar. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for hiinself, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. BATH, Mr. DmKSEN, 
Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. HART, Mr. HARTKE, 
and Mr. PERcY) : 

S. 2877. A bill to allow American fishermen 
to use Canadian-built vessels for 3 years to 
flsh for alewife in Lake Michigan; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. PRoxMmE when 
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he introduced the above blll, which appear 
under a separate heading). 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts: 
S. 2878. A bill for the relief of Shick On 

Moy and his wife, Tui Ha Chin; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request) : 
S. 2879. A bill to amend the Packers and 

Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. 

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself and 
Mr. PASTORE) (by request) : 

S. 2880. A bill to authorize appropriations 
to the Atomic Energy Commission in ac
cordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 
S. 2881. A bill for the relief of Chung 

Hang Kwan; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and Mr. 
MAGNUSON): 

S. 2882. A b111 to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for a comprehensive 
review of the medical, technical, social and 
legal problems and opportunities which the 
Nation faces as a result of medical progress 
toward making transplantation of organs, 
and the use of artificial organs a practical 
alternative in the treatment of disease; to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to pro
vide assistance to certain non-Federal insti
tutions, to agencies, and organizations for 
the establishment and operation of regional 
and community programs for patients with 
kidney disease and for the conduct of tntfn
ing related to such programs; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JACKSON when he 
introduced the above blll, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CLARK: 
S. 2883. A b111 for the relief of Lourdes San

tiago Aquino; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. CANNON: 
S. 2884. A blll to amend the Federal Vot

ing Assistance Act of 1955 so as to recom
mend to the several States that its absentee 
registration and voting procedures be ex
tended to all citizens temporarily residing 
abroad; to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CANNON when he 
introduced the above blll, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

RESOLUTIONS 

TO PRINT ADDITIONAL COPIES OF 
HEARINGS, PART 2, ENTITLED 
"RIOTS, CIVIL AND CRIMINAL DIS
ORDERS'' 

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted the fol
lowing resolution (S. Res. 231) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 231 
Resolved, That there be printed for the use 

of the Committee on Government Operations 
one thousand additional copies of part II 
of the hearings before its Permanent Sub
committee on Investigations during the 
Ninetieth Congress, first session, entitled 
"Riots, Civil and Criminal Disorders." 

STUDY OF ADMINISTRATIVE PRAC
TICE AND PROCEDURE-REPORT 
OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 232) ; which 

was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administr·R<tion: 

S. RES. 232 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 134 
(·a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord
ance with its jurisdictions specified by rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to 
make a full and complete study and investi
gation of adm.in1strative practices and pro
cedures within the departments and agencies 
of the United States in the exercise of their 
rulemaking, licensing, investigatory, law en
forcement, and adjudicatory functions, in
cluding a study of the effectiveness of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, with a view 
to determining whether additional legisla
tion is required to provide for the fair, im
partial, and effective performance of such 
functions. 

SEC. 2. For the purpose of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized 
( 1) to make such expenditures as it deems 
advisable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis technical, clerical, and other ass~tants 
and consultants: Provided, That the minority 
is authorized to select one person for ap
pointment, and the person so selected shall 
be appointed and his compensation shall be 
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less 
by more than $2,300 than the highest gross 
rate paid to any other employee; and (3) 
with the prior consent of the heads of the 
departments or agencies concerned, and the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, to 
utilize the reimbursable services, informa
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the 
departments or agencies of the Government. 

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations for 
legislation as it deems adv.tsable, to the Sen
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not 
later than January 31, 1969. 

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $200,-
000 shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by 
the chairman of the committee. 

INVESTIGATION OF ANTITRUST 
AND MONOPOLY LAWS OF THE 
UNITED STATES-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the follow
ing original resolution <S. Res. 233); 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration: 

S. RES. 233 
Resolved, That the Committee on the 

Judiciary, or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1946, as amended, and in 
accordance with its jurisdictions specified by 
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, to make a complete, comprehensive, 
and continuing study and investigation of 
unlawful restraints and monopolies, and of 
the antitrust and monopoly laws of the 
United States, their administration, inter
pretation, operation, enforcement, and effect, 
and to determine and from time to time 
redetermine the nature and extent of any 
legislation which may be necessary or de
sirable for-

TI) clarification of existing law to elimi
nate conflicts and uncertainties where neces
sary; 

(2) improvement of the administration 
and enforcement of existing laws; and 

(3) supplementation of existing law to 
provide any additional substantive, pro
cedural, or organizational legislation which 

may be needed for the attainment of the 
fundamental objectives of the laws and the 
efficient administration and enforcement 
thereof. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis, technical, cle·rical, and other assist
ants and consultants: Provided, That the 
minority is authorized to select one person 
for appointment, and the person so selected 
shall .be appointed and his compensatio·n 
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall not 
be less by more than $2,300 than the highest 
gross rate paid to any other employee; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the heads of 
the departments or agencies concerned, and 
the Oommittee on Rules and Administra
tion, to utilize the reimbursable services, 
information, facilities, and personnel of any 
of the departments or agencies of the 
Government. 

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its 
findings, together with its recommendations 
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the 
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but 
not later than January 31, 1969. 

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$587,500 shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the commi.ttee. 

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS PER
TAINING TO FEDERAL CHARTERS, 
HOLIDAYS, AND CELEBRATIONS
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 234); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 234 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a) 
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance 
with its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate to con
sider all matters pertaining to Federal char
ters, holidays, and celebrations. 

SEC. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized to 
(1) make such expenditures as it deems 
advisable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants; and (3) with the prior con
sent of the heads of the departments or 
agencies concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to utilize the 
reimbursable services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of any of the departments or 
agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $8,500, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 

STUDY OF MATTERS PERTAIN
ING TO CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND
MENTS-REPORT OF A COM
MITTEE 
Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 

on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution (S. Res. 235) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Admlnlstratlon: 

S. REB. 235 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
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thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a) 
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance 
with its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to 
examine, investigate, and make a complete 
study of any and all matters pertaining to 
constitutional amendments. 

SEC. 2. For the purposes of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants: Provided, That the minority 
is authorized to seleCt one person for ap
pointment, and the person so selected shall 
be appointed and his compensation shall be 
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less 
by more than $2,300 than the highest gross 
rate paid to any other employee; and (3) 
with the prior consent of the heads of the 
departments or agencies concerned, and the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, to 
utilize the reimbursable services, informa
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the 
departments or agencies of the Government. 

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its ac
tivities and findings, together with its rec
ommendations for legislation as it deems 
advisable, to the Senate at the earliest prac
ticable date, but not later than January 31, 
1969. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$110,000.00, shall be paid from the contin
gent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap
proved by the chairman of the committee. 

INVESTIGATION OF MATTERS PER
TAINING TO CONSTITUTIONAL 
RIGHTS-REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE 
Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 

on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 2.36) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Ru1es 
and Administratkm: 

S. RES. 236 
Resolved, That the Committee on the 

Judiciary, or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134 (a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1946, as amended, and in ac
cordance with its jurisdictions specified by 
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, to examine, investigate, and make a 
complete study of any and all matters per
taining to constitutional rights. 

SEC. 2. For the purposes of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized 
(1) to make such expenditures as it deems 
advisable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assist
ants and consultants: Provided, That the 
minority is authorized to select one person 
for appointment, and the person so selected 
shall be appointed and his compensation 
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall not 
be less by more than $2,300 than the highest 
gross rate paid to any other employee; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the heads of 
the departments or agencies concerned, and 
the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, to utilize the reimbursable services, 
information, facilities, and personnel of any 
of the departments or agencies of the Gov
ernment. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations for 
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not 
later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$228,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by thEI chairman of the committee. 

INVESTIGATION OF CRIMINAL LAWS 
AND PROCEDURE&-REPORT OF 
A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution (S. Res. 237) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Ru1es 

. and Administration: 
S. RES. 237 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under · sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1946, as amended, and in ac
cordance with its jurisdiction specified by 
rule XXV of the Standing Rules ·of the 
Senate, to examine, investigate, and make a 
complete study of criminal laws and pro
cedures. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, 1s authorized 
{1) to make such expenditures as it deems 
advisable; (2) to employ on a temporary 
basis technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants: Provided, That the minor
ity is authorized to select one person for 
appointment, and the person so selected 
shall be appointed and his compensation 
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall 
not be less by more than $2,300 than the 
highest gross rate paid to any other em
ployee; and (3) with the prior consent of 
the heads of the department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to utilize the reimbursable 
services, information, facilities, and person
nel of any of the departments or agencies 
of the Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations for 
such legislation as it deems advisable, to 
the Senate at the earliest practicable date, 
but not later than January 31, 19t>9. 

SEC. 4. The expenses of the committee 
under this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$130,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate by vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee. 

STUDY OF MATTERS PERTAINING 
TO IMMIGRATION AND NATURAL
IZATION-REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution (S. Res. 238) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. REs. 238 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 134 
(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance 
with its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate to ex
amine, investigate, and make a complete 
study of any and all matters pertaining to 
immigration and naturalization. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized ( 1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants: Provided, That the minority 
is authorized to select one person for appoint
ment, and the person so selected shall be ap
pointed and his compensation shall be so 
fixed that his gross rate shall not be less by 
more than $2,300 than the highest gross rate 
paid to any othel' employee; and (3) with the 
prior consent of the heads of the departments 
or agencies concerned, and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to utilize the re
imbursable services, information, fac111ties, 

and personnel of any of the departments or 
agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations for 
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not 
later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $185,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 

STUDY AND EXAMINATION OF THE 
FEDERAL JUDICIAL SYSTEM-RE
PORT OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 239); which 
was referred to the Committee on Ru1es 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 239 
Resolved, That the Commi'ttee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is ·authorized under sections 134(a) 
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended, and in accordance 
with its jurisdiotion specified by rule XXV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to con
duct a study and examination of the ad
ministration, practice, and procedures of the 
Federal judicial system with a view to deter
mining the legislation, if any, which may be 
necessary or desirable in order to improve 
the operations of the Federal courts in the 
just and expeditious adjudication of the 
cases, controversies, and other matters which 
may be brought before them. 

SEC. 2. For the purpose of this resolution, 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary ba.s1s 
professional, technical, clerioal, and other 
assistants and consultants; Provided, That 
the minority is authorized to select one per
son for appointment, and the person so 
selected shall be appointed and his compen
sation shall be so fixed that his gross rate 
shall not be less by more than $2,300 than 
the highest gross rate paid to any other em
ployee; and (3) with the prior consent of 
the heads of d.ependents and agencies con
cerned, and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to utilize the reimbursable 
services, information, facillties, and personnel 
of any of the departments or agencies of the 
Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations for 
legislation as it deems advisable, to the 
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but 
not later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$203,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee. 

INVESTIGATION OF JUVENILE DE
LINQUENCY-REPORT OF A COM
MITI'EE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 240) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 240 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord
ance with its jurisdictions specified by rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to 
examine, investigate, and make a complete 
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study of any and all matters pertaining to 
juvenile delinquency in the United States, 
including (a) the extent and character of 
juvenile delinquency in the United States 
and its causes and contributing factors; (b) 
the adequacy of existing provisions of law, 
including chapters 402 and 403 of title 18 of 
the United States Code, in dealing with 
youthful offenders of Federal laws; (c) sen
tences imposed on, or other correctional ac
tion taken with respect to, youthful offenders 
by Federal courts, and (d) the extent to 
which juveniles are violating Federal laws 
relating to the sale or use of narcotics. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, from February 1, 1968 to Jan
uary 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized ( 1) to 
make such expenditures as it deems advis
able; (2) to employ, upon a temporary basis, 
technical, clerical, and other assistants and 
consultants; Provided, That the minority is 
authorized to select one person for appoint
ment, and the person so selected shall be ap
pointed and his compensation shall be so 
fixed that his gross rate shall not be less by 
more than $2,300 than the highest gross rate 
paid to any other employee; and (3) with 
the prior consent of the heads of the depart
ments or agencies concerned, and the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration, to uti
lize the reimbursable service, information, 
facilities, and personnel of any of the depart
ments or agencies of the Government. 

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its 
findings, together with its recommendations 
for legislation, as it deems advisable, to the 
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but 
not later than January 31, 1969. 

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $235,-
000.00 shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the Chairman of the committee. 

EXAMINATION AND REVIEW OF 
STATUTES RELATING TO PAT
ENTS, TRADEMARKS, AND COPY
RIGHTS-REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 241); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 241 
Resolved, That the Committee on the 

Judiciary, or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord
ance with its jurisdiction specified by rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to 
conduct a full and complete examination 
and review of the administration of the 
Patent Office and a complete examination 
and review of the statutes relating to pat
ents. trademarks, and copyrights. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolutiou 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants: Provided, That the minor
ity is authorized to select one person for 
appointment, and the person so selected 
shall be appointed and his compensation 
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall not 
be less by more than $2,300 than the highest 
gross rate paid to any other employee; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the heads of 
the departments or agencies concerned, and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to utilize the reimbursable services, infor
mation, fac1llties, and personnel of any of 
the departments or agencies of the Govern
ment. 

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recon"llllendations for 

legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not 
later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $110,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the Committee. 

INVESTIGATION OF NATIONAL 
PENITENTIARIES-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
ori.ginal resolution <S. Res. 242) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 242 
Resolved, Tha.t the Com.m.tttee on rth.e Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a) 
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance 
with its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, to examine, 
investigate, and inspect national peniten
tiaries. 

SEc. 2. Por the purposes of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized 
(1) to make such expenditures as it deems 
advisable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants; and (3) with the prior con
sent of the heads of the d·epad'tments or agen
cies concerned, and the Oommittee on Rules 
.and A:dministratiJOn, to utilize rthe !l"eiimburs
able services, ln!fol"'lllWtton, facildties, run.ct. 
perSIOn.nel of any of the departJnents or agen
cies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its reoommendations for 
legislatiQn as it deems advisable, to the Sen
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not 
later than January 31, 1969. 

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $5,000, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate upon vouchers apProved by the 
chairman of the oommi ttee. 

INVESTIGATION OF PROBLEMS 
CREATED BY THE FLOW OF REFU
GEES AND ESCAPEES FROM COM
MUNISTIC TYRANNY-REPORT OF 
A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 243) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 243 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1946, as amended, and in ac
cordance with its jurisdiction specified by 
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, to examine, investigate, and make a 
complete study of any and all matters per
taining to the problems created by the flow 
of refugees and escapees. 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee from February 1, 1968 to Jan
uary 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) to 
make such expenditures as it deems advis
able; (2) to employ on a temporary basis 
technical, clerical and other assistants and 
consultants: Provided, That the minority is 
authorized to select one person for appoint
ment, and the person so selected shall be 
appointed and his compensation shall be 
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less 
by more than $2,300 than the highest gross 
rate paid to any other empfoyee; and (3) 

with the prior consent of the heads of the 
department or agency concerned and the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, to 
utilize the reimbursable services, informa
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the 
departments or agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its 
findings, together with its recommendations 
for such legislation as it deems advisable, to 
the Senate at the earliest practicable date, 
but not later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4. The expenses of the committee un
der this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$108,215, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate by vouchers approved by 
the chairman of the committee. 

STUDY OF REVISION AND CODIFI
CATION OF THE STATUTES OF 
THE UNITED STATES-REPORT OF 
A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution <S. Res. 244); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 244 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a) 
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with 
its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, to examine, 
investigate, and make a complete study of 
any and all matters pertaining to revision 
and codification of the statutes of the United 
States. 

SEc. 2. For the purpose of this resolution 
the committee from February 1, 1968, to Jan
uary 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants: Provided, That 1f more than 
one counsel is employed, the minority is 
authorized to select one person for appoint
ment, and the person so selected shall be ap
pointed and his compensation shall be so 
fixed that his gross rate shall not be less by 
more than $2,300 than the highest rate paid 
to any other employee; and (3) with the prior 
consent of the heads of the departments or 
agencies concerned, and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to utilize the re
imbursable services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of any of the departments or 
agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings, together with its recommendations, to 
the Senate at the earliest practicable date, 
but not later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $46,-
500, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 

STUDY OF THE SEPARATION OF 
POWERS UNDER THE CONSTITU
TION-REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution (S. Res. 245); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 245 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju

diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord
ance with its jurisdictions specified by rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
to make a full and compete study of the 
separation of powers between the executive, 
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judicial, and legt.slative branches of Govern
ment provided by the Constitution, the man
ner in which power has been exercised by 
each branch and the extent, if any, to which 
any branch or branches of the Government 
may have encroached upon the powers, func
tions, and duties vested in any other branch 
by the Constitution of the United States. 

SEC. 2. For the purposes of this resolution 
the committee, from February 1, 1968, to 
January 31, 1969, inclusive, is authorized (1) 
to make such expenditures as it deems ad
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary 
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants 
and consultants: Provided, That the minor
ity is authorized to select one person for 
appointment, and the person so selected shall 
be appointed and his compensation shall be 
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less 
by more than $2,300 than the highest gross 
rate paid to any other employee; and (3) 
with the prior consent of the heads of the 
departments or agencies concerned, and the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, to 
utmze the reimbursable services, informa
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the 
departments or agencies of the Government. 

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find
ings to the Senate at the earliest practicable 
date, but not later than January 31, 1969. 

SEc. 4 . Expenses of the committee, under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $125,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 

TO PRINT REPORT ENTITLED "THE 
NATIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM" AS 
A SENATE DOCUMENT 

Mr. MONRONEY submitted the fol
lowing resolution <S. Res. 246) ; which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. RES. 246 
Resolved, That there be printed, for the 

use of the Committee on Commerce, eighteen 
thousand additional copies of its committee 
print of the 90th Congress, second session, 
entitled "The National Airport System", In
terim Report of the Aviation Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Commerce, January 23, 
1968. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO ALLOW 
AMERICAN FISHERMEN TO USE 
CANADIAN -BUILT VESSELS TO 
FISH FOR ALEWIFE IN LAKE 
MICHIGAN FOR 3 YEARS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today legislation on behalf 
of myself and Senators BAYH, DIRKSEN, 
GRIFFIN, HART, HARTKE, NELSON, and 
PERCY to permit American fishermen to 
use Canadian-built vessels for the next 
3 years to fish for alewife in Lake Michi
gan. This measure, which will not cost 
the American taxpayers one red cent, 
w111 help prevent another alewife die-off 
disaster like that experienced on Lake 
Michigan last year. The proposal is nar
rowly and carefully drafted to permit 
only American fishermen to use these 
vessels, only for 3 years, only on Lake 
Michigan, and only to catch Silewife. 

I need not dwell on the problems 
created by the alewife die off last year. 
But, permit me to list just two examples 
to reemphasise the gravity of the situa
tion: The die off last year cost the States 
bordering Lake Michigan well over $55,-
000,000 and cost one steel plant alone 
about $5,000,000 for the 10 days the plant 
was incapacitated by masses of dead 

alewife, not to mention the effect on 
swimming, sailing, and fishing on that 
beautiful lake. This year the prospects 
are just as bleak-the Bureau of Com
mercial Fisheries indicates that we can 
expect at least as heavy a die off as last 
year. 

The best way to alleviate the problem 
for at least the next 3 years is by large 
scale, commercial fishing of the alewife 
to reduce their numbers. This can be done 
by trawlers and by g111 net boats. Un
fortunately, most of the American fish
ing vessels on Lake Michigan are g111 net 
boats which have a small hold capacity 
and only a 60- to 90-day fishing season. 
In order to make a significant dent in 
the number of alewife, trawlers with 
modern fishing gear must be used. 
Trawlers are larger fishing vessels which 
have a larger hold capacity and a much 
longer fishing season-April to mid-Feb
ruary-because they can make use of 
fishing techniques needed to catch the 
alewife during the months they are not 
near the surface. 

There are only 16 or 18 fishing trawl
ers available to American fishermen for 
alewife fishing this year. However, there 
are about 40 Canadian-built trawlers 
which are not being fully utilized in 
Canada, many of which could be used 
by American fishermen to fish for ale
wife. These trawlers must be made avail
able to American fishermen, if another 
alewife disaster is to be averted. This 
legislation will make these vessels avail-
able. , 

Other sigrlmcant benefits will accrue 
from passage of this measure. The fish
meal industry which p·roduces much of 
the fishmeal used in animal feed would 
benefit greatly. Because these fishmeal 
plants constitute a ready market for all 
the alewife which can be caught, many 
more fishermen will gain employment. 
And, because a ready supply of alewife 
will be available to the fishmeal plants 
over a longer period of time, theiT em
ployees will gain more work and wages. 
One plant owner estimated that if enough 
alewife were available he could pay <;wer 
$1,000,000 in additional wages. At the 
moment, the two largest fishmeal plants 
with a combined capacity of three-quar
ters of a million pounds of alewife a day 
are operating far below capacity because 
not enough trawlers to catch alewife are 
available. Interestingly enough, 1f just 
these two plants were to operate at full 
capacity for 250 days, they would process 
188,000,000 pounds of alewife or just 
12,000,000 pounds short 200,000,000 
pounds of alewife which, according to 
current estimates, have to be taken from 
Lake Michigan every year to maintain 
a stable alewife population. Indeed, there 
would be an even further benefit. Such 
production would decrease imports of 
fishmeal by approximately 3 percent 
and thereby help the balance-of-pay
ments problem. Finally, if these addi
tional trawlers were available, some 
could be used to clean up any alewife die 
off from the water before it reached the 
beaches. , 

I realize the traditional exemption 
from the Jones Act prohibition against 
using foreign-built vessels has been for 
a period of only 1 year. However, I firmly 
believe that a 3-year period is justified in 

this case. This is really the minimum 
amount of time in which to amortize the 
cost of the required new fishing gear, 
but, more importantly, the 3-year period 
coincides with the earliest estimate of 
the time in which the salmon stocking 
program will control the alewife. A laud
able attempt is now under way to stock 
Lake Michigan with predator sport fish 
which will hopefully prey upon and con
trol the alewife. If, at the end of 3 years, 
we find that the predator sport fish now 
being placed in Lake Michigan can con
trol the alewife, we can easily return the 
Canadian-built vessels to Canada. This 
would not be the case, if new boats were 
built to take care of the alewife. And, if, 
at the end of 3 years, we find that these 
vessels are stm required to control the 
alewife, then we can always extend the 
exemption period for a year or two. 

We must realize, however, that this 
measure, by itself, will not be enough. 
Money must be made available to Ameri
can fishermen so that they can purchase 
new fishing gear to catch the alewife 
more effectively. Consequently, I have by 
letter encouraged the Bureau of Com
mercial Fisheries to loan the necessary 
funds to these fishermen. I ask unani
mous consent to insert the letter in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at the end of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

would hope that making these loans does 
not pose any great problem. There is 
already in existence a $13,000,000 loan 
fund and these fishermen would only re
quire about $60,000 to purchase new nets, 
and so forth. 

These are but temporary measures. We 
must look to the future and the key to 
the future is research. If a stable ecology 
is to be achieved in Lake Michigan, we 
must know much more than we know 
now. Only when we discover how the 
various organisms in the lake interact 
can we make long-range plans. This re
search will take money and that is why, 
as a member of the Interior Subcommit
tee of the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee, I will press for a supplemental 
appropriation of $600,000 for the Bu
reau of Commercial Fisheries so that 
they can carry out the required research. 

In conclusion, may I emphasize the 
need to act on this legislation rapidly. 
The fishing season starts in April and the 
die off begins in late May and June. As 
you can see, this leaves us a very short 
time to act, if we are to prevent another 
disaster on Lake Michigan this year. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the REcORD. 

The bill (S. 2877) to allow American 
fishermen to use Canadian-built vessels 
for 3 years to fish for alewife in Lake 
Michigan, introduced by Mr. PRoxMIRE 
(for himself and other Senators), was 
received, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Commerce, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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s. 2877 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, until 
June 30, 1970, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, Canadian-built vessels 
owned by or under bareback charter to citi
zens of the United States, under such regu
lations as the Secreta.ry of the Treasury pre
scribes, may take alewives from the United 
States' waters of Lake Michigan and land 
their catches in ports of the United States. 

EXHIBIT 1 
JANUARY 24, 1968. 

Dr. STANLEY A. CAIN, 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife 

and Parks, U.S. Department of the In
terior, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR DR. CAIN: As you know, the alewife 
die otf in Lake Michigan last year caused im
measurable harm to those states bordering 
the Lake. 

In order to avoid a repetition of such an 
occurrence this year, I would strongly urge 
that the Branch of Loans and Grants of the 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries be encour
aged, consistent with the rules promulgated 
by the Department of the Interior, to facili
tate loan applications from Lake Michigan 
fishermen. These men need money to pur
chase new gear, such as purse seine nets, to 
catch more alewife and, hopefully, limit the 
die otf to manageable proportions. Unfortu
nately, 1! something is to be done this year, 
money must be made available almost imme
diately because the fishing season begins in 
April and the alewife die otf begins in late 
May and June. As you can see, this does not 
leave us much time to act. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
U.S. Senator. 

THE ARTIFICIAL ORGANS, TRANS
PLANTATION, AND TECHNOLOGI
CAL DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1968 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on be-

half of the senior Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. MAGNUSON] and myself, I in
troduce a bill entitled "The Artificial 
Organs, Transplantation, and Techno
logical Development Act of 1968," and 
ask that it be appropriately referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The b111 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 2882) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for a com
prehensive review of the medical, tech
nical, social and legal problems and 
opportunities which the Nation faces as 
a result of medical progress toward mak
ing transplantation of organs, and the 
use of artificial organs a practical alter
native in the treatment of disease; to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to 
provide assistance to certain non-Federal 
institutions, agencies, and organizations 
for the establishment and operation of 
regional and community programs for 
patients with kidney disease and for the 
conduct of training related to such pro
grams; and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. JACKSON <for himself and 
and Mr. MAGNUSON), was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in our 
country in 1964 over 27,000 persons died 
of kidney diseases such as nephritis, 
nephrosis, infection, and polycystic dis
ease and an additional 70,000 persons 

died of hypertension which affects or is 
caused by the kidney. Of these, medical 
experts have calculated that a minimum 
of 7,000 patients per year are ideal can
didates for treatment with the artificial 
kidney or for the use of kidney trans
plants. They are ideal in terms of their 
age, their lack of significant disease in 
other organs and their possibili-ties for 
100-percent rehabilitation and return to 
the work force. 

I believe that further medical research 
will indicate that this percentage of suit
able patients may be even higher. While 
such research is vitally needed and 
should continue, its impetus has been 
diminished by the unfortunate fact that 
we are currently allowing 90 percent or 
more of these ideal patients to die each 
year despite the fact that the techno
logic developments of the artificial kid
ney and kidney transplants make it pos
sible· to treat these patients , now. 

Each year that goes by without taking 
a positive step to utilize the fruits of 
medical research widens the delivery gap 
in medical care. Artificial kidneys have 
been in continuous clinical use in this 
country since 1946 and thousands of 
patients have been treated for acute dis
eases. The first kidney transplantation 
in man was made in 1936, 31 years before 
the recent remarkable achievement of 
the first attempted heart transplant. 
Yet, now in 1968, 32 years later, we are 
treating only 10 percent of the ideal 
patients by strictest medical selective 
criteria and a much smaller percentage 
of the potential patients. 

On March 9, 1960, Dr. Belding Scrib
ner, of Seattle, Wash., placed the first 
chronic uremic patient to be deliberately 
launched on chronic maintenance hemo
dialysis with an artificial kidney. That 
patient is still living without the use of 
his own kidneys for this entire period. 

This subject was considered so im
portant that it was the stimulus for the 
President appointing the first medical 
committee ever set up in the history of 
our country to directly advise the Bureau 
of the Budget. This Committee under the 
chairmanship of Dr. Carl Gottschalk of 
the University of North Carolina and 
composed of the outstanding kidney spe
cialists together with economists, law
yers, and other interested disciplines did 
an exceptionally thorough and scholarly 
job in researching this problem and in 
designing a workable plan for wider dis
tribution of these two new methods of 
treatment within the constraints of 
finances and manpower which are so evi
dently with us this year. 

This repont was released in the waning 
days of the last congressional session 
and, therefore, received scant public at
tention. Our bill provides $20 million for 
the first year and $30 m11lion per year 
thereafter for the establishment of train
ing and treatment centers for transplan
tation and dialysis in teaching institu
tions which will eventually relate to com
munity dialysis centers and home dial
ysis programs from which patients can 
be redirected to kidney transplantation 
when medically indicated. 

Another title of the blll provides for 
a national Commission to appreciate the 
full range of medical, legal, social, eco
nomic, technical, and humanitadan 

problems involving the role of the Fed
eral Government in the prevention and 
treatment of diseases in which trans
plantation or artificial organs may be a 
factor. 

This Commission ·Will take up the 
broader problems posed by transplanta
tions of all organs as well as the fruits 
of other new developments in medical 
technology which are foreseeable in the 
immediate future such as the use of con
trolled sterile environment in bums and 
cancer chemothevapy, artificial ventila
tion in emphysema, artificial hearts, and 
electronically sophisticated replacements 
for limbs and or.g.ans. 

With these developments in prospect, 
it is vital that we have an on-going 
model program from which we can draw 
the experience that will be necessary for 
realistic planning to prevent a new de
livery gap for each major advance in 
medical technology. . 

These delivery gaps develop particu
larly when an organized health team ap
proach is needed or when specialized 
physical f>aciUties are needed or when 
the delivery of this care must be carried 
on in a planned way to prevent disrup
tion of the teaching and basic research 
functions so essential to our universities. 

It is fair and reasonable and impor
tant that the kidney field receive first 
attention since the clinical trials with 
the artificial kidney have been underway 
for 20 years and human kidney trans
plants have been the subject of investi
gation for 32 years. 

It is equally important, however, that 
we draw the broadest possible experience 
from this initial program so that we may 
apply it to heart transplants and other 
developments. While the cost of our b111 
is quite low in relationship to the lives 
we w111 save and the valuable model ex
perience it will prove, the price tag 
should not be looked at as a true net cost. 

Indeed, the cost of maintaining a 
young mother with small children on 
dialysis, if efficiently done, may very well 
tum out to be less than the cost of wel
fare payments and aid to dependent 
children that the death of such young 
mothers is now leaving behind. 

We have already received encouraging 
support for this b111 from the National 
Kidney Foundation, from Dr. George E. 
Schreiner, chairman of the medical 
advisory board of the National Capital 
area chapter of the Kidney Foundation, 

· from our concerned medical colleagues 
at the University of Washington and 
from a large number of physicians and 
constituents who have been vitally con
cerned with this problem. We trust that 
this bill w111 get rapid consideration by 
the Senate because of the urgency of its 
content. We believe that it will be read 
and warmly welcomed by the American 
people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an explanatory narrative sum
mary of the proposed b111 be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the narra
tive summary was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY 
The "Artificial Organ, Transplantation 

and Technological Development Act of 1968" 
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would amend the Public Health Service Act 
to provide for a comprehensive review of the 
medical, technical, social and legal prob
lems and opportunities which the Nation 
faces as a result of medical progress towards 
making transplantation of organs, and the 
use of artificial organs a practical alterna
tive in the treatment of disease. 

In addition. the bill would also amend 
the Public Health Service Act to provide as
sistance to certain non-Federal institutions, 
agencies, and orgazinations for the establish
ment and operation of regional and commu
nity programs for patients with kidney dis
ease and for the conduct of training related 
to such programs. 

Finally, the bill proposes a variety of 
mechanisms for financing the programs out
lined, and encourages close cooperation 
among all the federal agencies and depart
ments to achieve the blll's objectives. 

Section 2: Following the introductory sec
tion of the Artificial Organ, Transplantation 
and Technological Development Act of 1968, 
Section 2 of the blll amends Part B of Title 
m of the Public Health Service Act by add
ing the following three new sections: 
THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON TRANSPLANTA

TION AND ARTIFICIAL ORGANS 

Under new Section 319 a seven-member 
National Commission on Transplantation 
and Artificial Organs would be appointed by 
the President with the Chairman and mem
bers selected on the basis of qualifications in 
medical, legal, social, economic and technical 
fields. The members of the COmmission could 
hold no other U.S. Government position dur
ing their period of service. 

Over the three-year period for which it is 
proposed to function, the Commission would 
review and report on all medical activities in 
the nation in the field of transplantation 
and the use of artificial organs for the treat
ment of disease and would review legal, social 
and technical problems associated with this 
area of medicine. It would also consider var
ious ways by which the Federal Govern
ment can participate in developing the 
knowledge and fac111ties for the appropriate 
use of transplantation and artificial organs 
in the treatment of disease and make pro
jections of the public need for readily avail
able fac111ties for this purpose. 

The Commission would consult with the 
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare 
for review and comment regarding its 
studies, reports and recommendations. Its 
reports would be submitted to the President 
who would in turn transmit them to the 
Congress together with such comments and 
recommendations for legislation as he deem
ed appropriate. 

In the performance of its functions the 
Commission could hold hearings, procure 
services of expert consultants, enter into 
con tracts and transfer funds to Federal 
agencies. These agencies would be author
ized to supply information and to detail 
personnel to the Commission upon its re
quest. 
ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF REGIONAL 

AND COMMUNITY PROGRAMS FOR THE PREVEN
TION AND TREATMENT OF KIDNEY DISEASES 

The proposed new Section 320 of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act defines a series of pro
visions related to financial and other assist
ance in the establishment and operation of 
regional and community kidney treatment 
and training programs. Funds would be au
thorized to be appropriated in the amounts 
of $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1969, and $30,000,000 for each succeeding 
fiscal year until and including the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973. These funds would 
be used for assistance in providing informa
tion, services and grants for planning, train
ing, construction, renovation and percentage 
contributions towards the operation of 
Regional Kidney Centers and Community 
Dialysis Units. 

Kidney centers 
A "Kidney Center" for the purpose of this 

section of the Act means a "Regional Kid
ney Center" established within or as a part 
of a medical school or hospital that has 
demonstrated a high level of professional 
competence in relevant medical disciplines. 
The purpose of such centers would be: 

(a) to train medical and supporting per
sonnel; 

(b) to provide transplantation treatment 
for patients with chronic uremia where this 
form of therapy is indicated; 

(c) to provide dialysis treatment when 
medically indicated in connection with train
ing, research and transplantation; 

(d) to engage in research and the develop
ment of new techniques; 

(e) to coordinate with and establish ap
propriate relations with one or more local 
Community Dialysis Units and 

(f) to assure that knowledge and treat
ment of kidney disease wlll evolve in a bal
anced fashion; 

This section of the Act also includes in 
the definition of "Kidney Center" a local 
"Community Dialysis Unit" established in 
conjunction with and in a continuing rela
tionship with a Regional Kidney Center. 

The purpose of such units would be: 
(a) to provide a central training and treat

ment facil1ty for the care of persons having 
chronic kidney disease; 

(b) to provide training and supervision to 
physicians, staff members, and to patients 
who are candidates for home dialysis; 

(c) to foster and promote the availabillty 
and wider use of the equipment and tech
niques of home dialysis. 

Federal assistance grants to kidney centers 
for these purposes would include: 

( 1) 100 per cent of the costs directly re
lated to the training of physicians, staff 
members, patients and their families; 

(2) 100 per cent of the costs for construc
tion or renovation of existing facllities and 
for the necessary equipment to establish a 
Regional Kidney Center under the provisions 
described above; 

(3) 60 to 90 per cent of the costs for con
struction or renovation of existing facillties 
and for the necessary equipment to establish 
a Community Dialysis Unit under the pro
visions described above. The percentage con
tribution shall be determined on the basis 
of the economic status of the particular com
munity involved pursuant to guidelines es
tablished by the Secretary. 

( 4) 90 per cent in the first year of full 
operation, 60 per cent in the second year, 
and 30 per cent in the third year, and there
after of the operation and maintenance costs 
of Regional Kidney Centers and Community 
Dialysis Units established pursuant to this 
Act. Provided, however, that grants under 
this subseCtion may be in lesser amount if 
the Secretary determines that Centers and 
Units are capable of meeting a larger share 
of costs of operation. 

Under the Social Security-Medicare JX'O
visions of the Act, the Secretary, in many 
cases, would find that local centers and 
units were capable of meeting a larger share 
of their operational and maintenance costs. 
THE NATIONAL ADVISORY ON KIDNEY DISEASE 

PROGRAMS ' 

The purpose of new Section 321 of the 
Public Health Service Act is to establish a 
National Advisory Committee on Kidney Dis
ease Programs. This Committee would con
sist of 12 members, appointed by the Secre
tary, four of which would be currently in 
Government service and eigh-t not otherwise 
in the employ of the United States. The term 
of appointment for each member would be 
four years. 

The Committee would advise and assist 
the Secretary on regulations, policy and ad
ministration of this Act as it pertains to 
the diagnosis, treatment and care o! pwtienlts 
sufferi!Ilg 'from k!l.dney disease. The Comm!rt-

tee would also review and make recommen
dations on grant applications under section 
320 of this Act for the establishment and op
eration of regional and community kidney 
disease treatment and training programs. 

In addition, the National Advisory Com
mittee on Kidney Disease Programs would 
review and make recommendations on Kid
ney disease programs of other departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government, 
including, but not limited to, these in the 
Veteran's Administration, the Public Health 
Service, and the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Administration, so that the methods, facili
ties, and programs of these agencies can 
best be utllized. Particular attention would 
be paid to the coordination of activities of 
these various agencies in a given region so 
as to insure adequate geographical distribu
tion of services and avoid duplication of fa
cilities and services. 

Section 3: This section of the "Artificial 
Organ, Transplantation and Technological 
Development Act of 1968" would amend the 
medical provisions of the Social Security Act 
so that: 

1. any individual who upon accepted medi
cal authority, judgment and practice re
quires continuous intermittent dialysis for 
kidney failure would be eligible for both the 
hospital insurance benefits (Part A) and sup
plementary medical insurance portion (Part 
B) of the Medicare program, regardless of 
that individual's age or insured status. Such 
individuals would be allowed to enroll in the 
supplementary medical insurance program at 
any time. Coverage would begin on the first 
day of the month of enrollment and termi
nate at the end of the calendar quarter in 
which the individual no longer requires 
dialysis. 

2. "medical and other health services" 
which are covered under the supplementary 
medical insurance program would include: 
"continuous intermittent dialysis and any 
other items or services required for or in con
nection with the treatment of kidney failure 
(including items or services under the super
vision of a physician, furnished in a place of 
residence used as the patient's home, if the 
provision of such items or services meets such 
conditions relating to health and safety as 
the Secretary may find necessary); and 

3. individuals qualifying solely because of 
the requirement of dialysis are limited to 
receiving payments under either the hospital 
insurance program or the supplementary 
medical insurance program for those expenses 
incurred for items or services (including con
tinuous intermittent dialysis and kidney 
transplantation) which are necessitated by 
such individuals' kidney failure or by con
ditions directly or indirectly related thereto 
or caused thereby. 

Section 4: This section of bill would au
thorize and direct the Secretary of Health, 
Education and Welfare to study the effective
ness of the coverage extended by the amend
ments made by section 3 of this Act to indi
viduals with kidney failure, giving particular 
attention to the need for increasing the du
ration of the benefits provided in the case 
of such individuals and for any other ad
justments which may be indicated because 
of the unique nature of their condition and 
the treatment required. Within six months 
after the effective date of this Act the Secre
tary would transmit to the President and 
the Congress a report containing his find
ings of fact and any conclusions or recom
mendations he may have. 

Section 5: Under this section, the head of 
each department, agency and instrumentality 
of the United States would be authorized and 
directed to cooperate with the Secretary of 
Health, Education and Welfare to the max
imum extent possible, in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

Section 6: This section provides that, ex
cept as otherwise specifically provided by any 
amendment made by this Act, there would 
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be authorized to be appropriated such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the provi
sions of this Act. 

Section 7: This section states that the fore
going provisions of this Act would become 
effective as of the first day of the first month 
which begins after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES 
AND ELECTIONS ON BILLS TO EN
ABLE CITIZENS TEMPORARILY 
RESIDING ABROAD OR IN A STATE 
OTHER THAN THEIR LEGAL PLACE 
OF RESIDENCE-INTRODUCTION 
OF BILL 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, Ameri

can citizens serving in the Armed Forces, 
or working with the Armed Forces or 
employed on a civilian basis by the Fed
eral Government and other employers, 
who are living temporarily beyond the 
continental limits of the United States 
very often lose their right to vote because 
of difficulties encountered in absentee 
registration and absentee voting. 

The Federal Voting Assistance Act of 
1955 provided for a simple, uniform sys
tem for the registration and casting of 
absentee votes by members of the Armed 
Forces and persons accompanying them. 

However, many thousands of civilians 
residing abroad employed either by the 
U.S. Government or private enterprises 
do not enjoy the same privileges and are 
therefore disfranchised because archaic 
State laws prohibit either absentee regis
tration or absentee voting or both. Some 
reasonable changes are necessary in 
order to restore the privilege of voting to 
these Americans who are becoming more 
numerous with each passing year. 

U.S. citizens are living in States other 
than their own or in foreign countries 
in ever increasing numbers in keeping 
with the spread of American business 
throughout the world. 

In 1967, President Johnson submitted 
to the Congress a Residency Voting Act 
which I introduced in the Senate on 
May 25, 1967. In June hearings were held 
before the Subcommittee on Privileges 
and Elections on S. 1881 and other meas
ures which would extend to U.S. citizens 
the right to vote at least for the offices 
of President and Vice President. 

Two alternatives are available to the 
Congress. One would require that the 
States change their laws so as to permit 
absentee residents to vote for President 
and Vice President, regardless of existing 
statutes prohibiting absentee registra
tion. That bill, S. 1881, would also per
mit citizens who move from one State to 
another to vote for President and Vice 
President if the citizen has resided in the 
new State since the first day of Septem
ber next preceding the date of the presi
dential election. 

The second alternative would merely 
recommend to the several States that its 
absentee registl"ation and voting proce
dures be eJdtended to all citizens tempo
rarily residing abroad. 

A hearing has been scheduled by the 
subcommittee for February 6, 1968, to 
commence at 10 a.m. in room 301 of the 
Old Senate Office Building. The subcom
mittee hopes to obtain sufficient expert 

information to assist it in determining 
which method would better meet the 
need of the citizens and of the States. 

Mr. President, I introduce for appro
priate reference a bill to amend the Fed
eral Voting Assistance Act of 1955 so as 
to recommend to the several States that 
their absentee registration and voting 
procedures be extended to all citizens 
temporarily residing outside the conti
nental limits of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2884) to amend the Fed
eral Voting Assistance Act of 1955 so as 
to recommend to the several States that 
its absentee registration and voting pro
cedures be extended to all citizens tem
porarily residing abroad, introduced by 
Mr. CANNON, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN ACTS OF 
VIOLENCE OR INTIMIDATION
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 516 

Mr. HOLLINGS submitted amend
ments, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill (H.R. 2516) to prescribe pen
alties for certain acts of violence or in
timidation, and foc otheT purposes, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 517 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana submitted 
amendments, intended to be proposed by 
him, to House bill 2516, supra, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

MEDICAL, NUTRITIONAL IMPROVE
MENTS: U.S. FAMILY PLANNING 
ASSISTANCE OVERSEAS SUB
JECTS FOR JANUARY 31, FEBRU
ARY 1 SENATE HEARINGS 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 

Senate Government Operations Subcom
mittee on Foreign Aid Expenditures will 
this week resume its public hearings on 
the population crisis, Federal Govern
ment expenditures in the area, and on 
S. 1676, my bill to coordinate and dis
seminate birth control information upon 
request at home and overseas. 

On Wednesday the subcommittee 
hopes to learn the relationship of im
provements in medicine and nutrition 
to the population crisis. On Thursday it 
will look at U.S. family planning pro
grams overseas. The hearings start at 
10 a.m. in room 3110, New Senate Office 
Building. 

Wednesday's population crisis hear
ing has been arranged under the auspices 
of the National Institutes of He.alth at 
my request. As chairman of the subcom
mittee, I contacted the Director of the 
National Institutes of Health, Dr. James 
A. Shannon, last May to request help in 
detailing for the general public the ad
vances in medical care and rel.ated topics 
and how they relate to the developed and 
developing areas of the world. 

Dr. Shannon will discuss the work of 
the National Institutes of Health and 
introduce the four distinguished panel 

members: Dr. Walsh McDermott, chair
man, department of preventive medicine, 
Cornell Medical College; Dr. Ivan Ben
nett, Jr., Deputy Director, Office of Sci
ence and Technology, the White House; 
Dr. Forrest Linder, professor of biosta
tistics, University of North Carolina; 
and Dr. Philip Hauser, director, Popula
tion Research Training Center, Univer
sity of Chicago. 

Their discussion topics are: 
First. Dr. McDermott, "The Effects of 

Improvements in Medical Care"; 
Second. Dr. Bennett, "The Effects of 

Improved Nutrition on Population 
Growth"; 

Third. Dr. Linder, "The World's 
Changing Population"; and, 

Fourth. Dr. Hauser, "Implications for 
the Future." 

Thursday's hearing on U.S. Governw 
ment assistance in family planning over. 
seas will relate specifically to the work ot 
the Department of State, the Agency for 
International Development, and the 
Peace Corps. 

Witnesses scheduled to testify include 
AID Administrator William S. Gaud; 
AID Assistant Administrator for War on 
Hunger Herbert J. Waters; AID Popula
tion Service Director Dr. R. T. Raven
holt; Special Assistant to the Secretary 
of State for Population Philander P. 
Claxton, Jr., and Peace Corps Director 
Jack Vaughn. 

LACK OF APPROPRIATE SUPPORT IN 
VIETNAM FROM OUR ASIATIC 
FRIENDS 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
Pentagon officials pridefully report that 
Australia now has 6,300 men in Vietnam, 
New Zealand has 376, and also, that the 
Philippines, whose liberation was 
achieved at the cost of American lives, 
has contributed all of 2,000 noncombat 
engineers to aid us in Vietnam. We have 
nearly 600,000 combat soldiers and air
men in South Vietnam and Thailand. 

Talk about our Asiatic friends coming 
to our aid. On a population per capita 
basis, Australia should have nearly 27,-
000 fighting men; New Zealand 6,300; 
and the Philippines 71,000. Furthermore, 
President Johnson increased aid to 
President Marcos of the Philippine Re
public by $100 million. In ·1776, King 
George paid the German Duke of Hesse
Cassel and other German princelings $20 
million for 29,000 Hessians and other 
Germans who fought with the Redcoats 
seeking to crush the rebellion of the 13 
colonies. Our patriot forefathers con
temptuously termed those Hessians mer
cenaries. 

Japan and Pakistan, recipients of lib
eral amounts of American taxpayers' 
money throughout the last 20 years, have 
contributed no soldiers whatever. In 
fact, their leaders are hostile to our in
volvement. They know we are involved 
in a civil war in Vietnam. They are hor
rified over our bombing of North Viet
nam and killing and burning and maim
ing many thousands of men, women, and 
children. On the basis of population, 
each of these nations should have con
tributed more than 200,000 fighting men. 
It is evident this administration is fight-
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ing an American land war in Southeast 
Asia alone and without the help of Asi
atic nations except Thailand and South 
Korea. Those two nations have mani
fested their friendship toward us. 
Chiang Kai-shek, the corrupt old war
lord ruling Taiwan, recipient of $6 btl
lion American aid and boasting an army 
of 600,000, offered to "consider" sending 
troops to Vietnam "if the war situation 
requires it, and if Nationalist China is 
asked." With friends like that, who needs 
enemies? 

COMPLETE DISCLOSURE OF FINAN
CIAL STATUS OF SENATOR YOUNG 
OF OHIO 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

early 1n 1959, directly after my election 
to the Senate, I reported 1n writing to the 
Secretary of the Senate a complete state
ment of my financial status and holdings 
so that citizens of Ohio would be able to 
judge for themselves whether there is 
ever the slightest conflict of interest 1n 
the performance of my duties. I have fol
lowed that policy annually since 1959. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter I wrote to the Secretary 
of the Senate on January 4, 1968, con
taining a complete statement of my fi
nancial status and holdings. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

JANUARY 4, 1968. 
Hon. ·FRANCIS •R. VALEO, 
Secretary of the Senate, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The records of your 
office will show that early in 1959 following 
my election to my first term as United States 
Senator I fully disclosed in an open letter 
my financial holdings and status so that my 
constituents and others would be in position 
to judge whether or not at any time there is 
confiict of interest and whether for any sel
fish personal reasons I voted or conducted 
myself other than for the best interests of 
citizens of Ohio and of the nation. 

It happens that in the entire history of the 
Republic I am the first member of Congress 
to fully disclose my financial holdings. Also, 
I have made copies of my income tax re;t;u.rn 
ava1lable for public scrutiny by any news 
reporter. 

Again I file with you a full and complete 
disclosure of my present financial situation. 

My present financial situation is as follows: 
As of January 1, 1968, I own U.S. Govern

ment bonds and bonds of W. R. Grace, Gulf 
& Western Industries, Lerner Stores, Murphy 
011, Radio Corporation of America and Ten
neco, Inc., with a total value of approximately 
$110,000. I own stock in the following cor
porations: 100 Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Rwy.; 100 Atlantic Richfield; 100 British Pe
troleum; 200 Chesapeake & Ohio Rwy.; 5 
Clevlte Corp.; 50 Communications Satelllte 
Corp.; 200 Continental 011; 200 Delta Airl!nes; 
100 General American Transportation; 200 
General Fireproofing; 200 Getty 011; 1110 W. 
R. Grace; 100 Great Northern Iron; 414 ITT 
Consumer Services pfd.; 300 Lamb Commu
nications Inc., 3608 Lucky Stores; 200 Martin 
Manetta; 4 Mobil Oil; 651 Mon..santo; 800 
Stauffer Chemical ; 8 Occidental Petroleum; 
100 Offshore Co.; 1200 Ohio Radio Inc.; 100 
Northern Pacific Rwy.; 1000 Phillips Petro
leum; 100 Radio Corpora:tl.on of America; 1550 
Robbins & Myers; 200 G. D. Searle; 1256 
Sellon, Inc.: 500 Sinclair 011; 1700 Tenneco, 
Inc.; 100 Union Camp Corp. and 100 Union 
Pacific Rwy. The value of these stocks is ap
proximately $674,000. 

I own a home in Washington, D.C. valued 
at approximately $70,000, and real estate in 
CUyahoga Oounty, Ohio, New Smyrna Beach, 
Florida and acreage in Miss1ssippi. The value 
of th1s real estate . appro:x1mates $15,000. 
There 1s an oil lease on acreage I own in 
M1ss1ss1pp1. If the oil producing company 
should dril'l successfully, my sh&'e would 
be 12~% of the profits. 

I bave life insurance, including a $10,000 
GI policy, the value of which 1s approxi
mately $41,000. 

Frequently in letters or statements ac
companying dividends, offlc1a.ls of oil pro
ducing companies 1n which I own stock 
suggest "write your Congressman and urge 
that he vote to retain the present 27¥2 % 
depletion allowance for oil and gas produc
ing corpor.ations." As a member of the Com
mtbtee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representaltdves in the 81st Oongress, I voted 
to abolish this depletion allowance. I have 
not changed my views. As Senator I have 
repeatedly voted and spoken against this de
pletion allowance and hope to have an op
portunity aga.in this year to vote to reduce 
this to 15% or to el1m4.nate it entirely. As my 
vl·ews on this subject are a matter of record, 
there 1.s no reason I should sell on stock I 
own. 

My income before paying federal income 
and state taxes during 1967 was as follows: 
Sa.la.ry as u.s. senator __________ $30, 000. 00 
Amount received from interest on 

gov·ernment and other bonds 
and dividends on stock hold
ings in excess of interest paid 
out on loans with stock and 
bonds as collateral----------- 11, 232. 93 

'IIota.l income from long and 
short term capital gains on 
stocks and bonds sold above 
loss incurred on sale of stocks 
and bonds-----------------:..- 28, 536. 05 

Net a.mount received from maga
zine articles sold and as hon
orarium for a speech outside 
Ohio ----------------------- 635.00 

Total incoDle------------ 70,403.98 
I owe th·e Union Commerce Bank of Cleve

land $214,000 and the Riggs National Bank 
of Washington $25,000 and this indebtedness 
is secured by deposit of collateral-bonds 
and stock-worth approximately three tlmes 
the amount of the loans. 

In addition, I owe current billa of approx
imately $3,500 to Washington and Cleveland 
stores and business concerns for recent pur
chases and for home improvement and re
pair work. 

Otherwise, I am not indebted to any in
dividual or corporation--owing no unsecU1'ed 
obligations or loans to anyone. 

Also, I own an Oldsmobile 1964 automobUe, 
household furn.tture, paintings, etc. and 
have a few thousand d·olla.rs in checking and 
savings accounts. 

My income tax return for 1967 has not 
been prepared. When it is prepared a copy 
will be mailed you. 

I attest that the foregoing statement 1s a 
true and correct deta.lled statement of my 
financial hold1ngs and status. You have my 
authority to disclose this. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN M. YOUNG. 

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, today the President is sending 
to Congress a record spending budget 
for domestic programs in the midst of a 
nondeclared war. 

The President has submitted his 
budget on the basis that it can be ac
cepted by Congress and leave us with but 

an $8 billion deficit for fiscal year 1969. 
That is not correct. 

A careful analysis of the budget sub
mitted to Congress shows that the def
lett for the fiscal year 1969 wUl not be $8 
billion, as the President states. The ac
tual deficit after relating spending to in
come will be in excess of $28 billion in 
fiscal 1969, reduced only by such tax in
creases or expenditure reductions as 
Congress may later approve. 

How do they reconcile the difference 
between the true deficit of more than $28 
billion and the President's claim of a 
projected $8 billion deficit? First, they 
reduce the $28.25 billion deficit by $12.9 
billion as being the amount of revenue 
which they expect to be derived from the 
President's recommendations for tax in
creases. 

This would reduce the $28.25 bUlion 
deficit to $15.3 billion-that is, if the tax 
increase is enacted in the exact manner 
in which the President has requested. 

Then, in order to reach the $8 billion 
figure, they have included $7.3 billion of 
accumulations in the various trust 
funds-money which under the law does 
not under any circumstances belong to 
the U.S. Government, and money which 
cannot be diverted to general revenue 
without actio~ by Congress. Yet, for 
bookkeeping purposes, this trust fund 
money is counted as though it were 
normal revenue to the U.S. Government 
in order to reduce the amount of the 
deficit. In this manner the President is 
able to report to the American people an 
$8 billion deficit. 

This bookkeeping maneuver can be for 
one purpose only; and that is, to lull the 
American people into complacency and 
lead them to believe that the country is 
not really facing a national crisis as a re
sult of the deficit spending of the Great. 
Society. 

The President, in his state of the Union 
message, mentioneq certain reductions 
which were signed into law last year 
based upon a legislative proposal passed 
by Congress, wherein we did reduce some 
spending items last year and, in addi
tion, reduced the number of civilian per
sonnel on the Government payroll by a 
projected 2 percent. 

The President boasted of this as being 
one of the reductions achieved by his ad
ministration. However, if we turn to 
page 530 of the budget we w111 find that 
the administration is not planning a re
duction 1n the number of employees but 
is asking for 45,600 additional employees 
to be added to the payroll in fiscal year 
1969. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
I be permitted to continue for an addi
tional ·5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the tabulation giving the breakdown of 
these items by agencies as appearing on 
page 530 of the budget report be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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TABLE F-l.-SUMMARY OF FULL-TiME PERMANENT EMPLOYMENT IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

As of June- Increase, As of June- Increase, 
Agency 1969 over 1969 over 

1967 1968 1969 1968 
Agency 

1967 1968 1969 1968 
actual estimate estimate actual estimate estimate 

Department of Defense, military and mili- Department of Transportation ___________ 55,187 57,700 59,600 1, 900 tary assistance ____ __ __________ ___ __ _ 1,193,657 1, 220,500 1, 223,500 3,000 Treasury Department_ _________________ 81,591 82,000 85,500 3, 500 
Post Office Department__ _______________ 528,254 550,600 568,400 17,800 Atomic Energy Commission _____________ 

General Services Administration _________ 
7, 013 7,150 7, 300 150 

37,117 38,300 39,700 1,400 
SubtotaL _____ ------- ----- ___ __ 1, 721,911 1, 771,100 1, 791,900 20,800 National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-tration ___ ________ __________________ 33,726 32,400 32,600 200 

Department of Agriculture _________ _____ 85,723 85,800 86,300 500 Veterans' Administration •• ____ ---------
Other agencies: 

150,225 152,100 154,000 1,900 
Department of Commerce ____ ___ _______ 25,900 26,200 27,000 800 
Department of Defense, civiL __________ Selective Service System ___________ 7, 085 7,200 31, 980 32,200 32,600 400 6,900 -300 

De&~~~:~~_ ~~-~-e_a_l~~~-~~~~~~~o_n_' --~~~ Small Business Administration ______ 4,142 4,300 4, 700 400 

Department of Housing and Urban De-
97,792 105,400 108,800 3,400 Tennessee Valley Authority ________ _ 

The Panama Canal_ _____________ __ 11,903 
14,571 

12,350 
14,950 

12,700 
15,000 

350 
50 

velopmenL _____ __ ------ ___________ 14,250 14,800 16,200 1,400 U .. s. Information, Ag~nc~----------- 11,686 11,650 11,700 50 
Department of the Interior _______ ___ ___ _ 60,606 61,100 63,500 2,400 Miscellaneous agenc1es ----------- 32,204 33,550 35,100 1, 550 
Department of Justice __________________ 33,176 33,650 34,200 550 ---

868,400 Department of Labor__ __ ____________ ___ 9,461 9,700 10,700 1,000 SubtotaL. ___________ ---- _______ 850,140 890,800 22,400 Department of State __________________ _ 26,849 26,900 27,000 100 Allowance for contingencies _____________ ------------ 2,400 4,800 2,400 
Agency for International Develop-

16,713 17,609 18, 100 500 TotaL _________________ --------- 2, 572,051 2, 641,900 2,687,500 45,600 ment_ ____ _____ -------- _________ 
Peace Corps __ ___ ------------ _____ 1, 240 1,400 1,600 200 

1 Excludes member-employees of the Soldiers' Home. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I call attention to the fact that 
only 3,000 of the 45,600 are allocated for 
the Defense Department. The other 42,-
600 are all to be distributed among the 
civilian agencies so as to carry out the 
expansion of the Great Society. 

Every civilian agency of the Govern
ment, under the President's recommen
dations, is asking for an increase in per
sonnel for the next fiscal year with just 
one exception; and that is, the Selective 
Service, which agency plans a reduction 
of 300. Every other agency of the Gov-

ernment is planning an increase in its 
payroll. 

I asked the Budget officials how ·they 
reconcile a request for 46,000 extra em
ployees when at the same time we are 
being told that they are carrying out a 
mandate of the Congress to reduce the 
number of employees by 2 percent, and 
I got this amazing explanation. They 
said that the 2 percent is taken of! what 
they would have added if Congress had 
not acted. 

This is a most ridiculous explanation. 
Not even a sixth-grade student would 

TABLE 4.-BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS BY AGENCY 

(In millions of dollars) 

Budget authority 

ever try to put that over on the American 
people. 

I also call attention to the fact that 
the President says he is only asking for 
$10 billion extra and that this is neces
sary to carry out the built-in obligations 
previously approved by Congress. That 
cannot be verified by the President's own 
budget. To prove this point I ask unani
mous consent that page 55 of the budget 
report be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the page was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Budget authority 
Description 

1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 
Description 

actual estimate estimate actual estimate estimate 

Loan account: 
Department of Housing and Urban Development___ 5,947 3,8r~ 2,579 

10 

Total budget authority and outlays-Continued 
Department of the Interior ______________________ 656 863 857 Department of the Interior__ ____________________ 13 Department of Justice-------------------------- 406 462 542 Department of Labor__ _________________________ 114 ----(i) ____ -114 Department of Labor·-------------------------- 4,692 4, 772 4,836 Treasury Department. ____ -------- _____________ (1) (1) Post Office DefartmenL----------------------- 1,215 1, 174 920 General Services Administration _________________ -3 -46 -41 Department o State __________ _________________ 402 399 428 

Veterans ' Administration __ --------------------- 590 555 302 Department of Transportation ___________________ 6,262 6,696 6,525 Other independent agencies ____________________ 2,136 1,615 1,211 Treasu1 Department._------------------------ 33,083 14,456 15,410 
Total, loan authority and net lending ___________ 10,618 7,174 4,618 

Atomic nerzy Commission _____________________ 2,199 2,509 2,755 General Serv1ces Administration _________________ 113 316 330 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration ___ 4,966 4, 587 4,369 

Total~~~fi{;:~~r~~~~~-d- ~~~~a!_s_: __________________ 295 
Veterans' Administration _______________________ 6,929 7,828 7, 790 

261 272 Other Independent agencies ____________________ 8,431 7,397 7,595 
The judiciarh;-- ______ ------------------------- 91 96 103 Allowances for: 
Executive 0 1ce of the President_ _______________ 29 31 33 Civilian and military pay increase ___________ 1,600 Funds appropriated to the President_ ____________ 5,428 4,830 6,143 Contingencies .. _________ __________________ -------iso 550 

7,928 7,800 7,530 Undistributed intragovernmental payments: Department of Agriculture ______________________ 
Department of Commerce _______________ _______ 1, 041 961 1, 027 Go~ernment contributions for employee re-
Department of Defense, Military __________ -___ -_- 72,287 72,755 79,116 t1rement_ _______________________________ -1,735 Department of Defense, CiviL ___________________ 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare ____ 

1,357 
41,640 

1,358 
45,673 

1, 307 
51,370 

Interest received by trust funds _____________ -2,287 
-1,913 
-2,678 

-2,007 
-3,042 

Department of Housing and Urban Development___ 7,368 5,703 5,342 Total budget authority and outlays ________ 182,562 186,499 201,723 

1 Less than $500,000. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This 
table shows, Mr. President, that the Pres
ident is calling for a total of $15 billion 
in additional appropriation authority, 
and this increase will appear under the 
various appropriations as they come be
fore Congress later this year. The ad
ministration is asking for $15 billion 
extra spending money; but less than $5 
billion of that is for defense, and the 
remainder is for the expansion of the 
Great Society programs. 

I will discuss this subject in detail a 
little later, but I could not let it go by 
unchallenged that we can pass a record 
budget calling for expenditures of $186 

CXIV--79-Part 1 

billion under the new so-called unified 
budget, an alltime record, and that we 
can carry out all the proposals in this 
budget with just an $8 billion deficit. 

We are facing a $28 billion deficit next 
year with no tax increase. That $28 bil
lion will be reduced only to the extent 
that we increase taxes and provide addi
tional revenue or to the extent that Con
gress cuts these appropriation requests 
back to a realistic level and forces a re
duction of expenditures-and I say force 
it, not just pass a mandate down to the 
White House where it can be imple
mented with promises. We are about to 
go broke on promises in this country. 

Many questions are being raised by the 
economists of this country as to the trend 
of our economy and as to just how pros
perous we shall be this year. I do not 
believe anyone can predict with any de
gree of accuracy what the condition of 
the economy will be in calendar year 
1968. But I will say this: Based upon 
the President's state of the Union mes
sage and based upon what he is asking 
for in this budget, this is starting out 
as one of the "most promising" years 
we have ever had. The big question is, 
Oan the country finance all these prom
ises without going broke? If all this can 
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be done in the midst of a full-scale war, 
it appears that we have reached utopia. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

listened with interest to what the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Delaware 
just said; and I am certain that the 
questions he has raised-some, if not all, 
of which are highly meritorious-will be 
reviewed thoroughly very early by the 
appropriate committees of both Houses 
and Congress as a whole. 

I would point out that during this 
fiscal year, Congress was responsible for 
reducing the Presidential budget re
quests by just under $6 billion. I believe 
that the normal course of Congress
year after year-has been to apply the 
scalpel wherever feasible. I would antici
pate that the same procedure would be 
followed this year. 

In my opinion, the President has done 
a good job in scaling down what the 
various agencies have asked for; and he 
has tried to come up with calculations 
that are reasonable and understandable, 
especially in the light of the new method 
used in presenting the budget. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Senator is correct. 

Last year, Congress reduced the budg
etary requests for fiscal year 1968 by 
approximately $6 billion. However, again, 
when we were told that for fiscal 1969 
they were asking for $10 billion extra 
appropriations we find that the $10 bil
lion request is over and beyond what he 
"asked" for last year and not beyond 
what Congress gave him. When you put 
the two together, we find the adminis
tration is actually asking for $16 billion 
more than it got last year. 

I believe we must separate what was 
asked for and what was actually appro
priated. That is why I point out that if 
Congress accepts this 1969 budget as it is 
before us we shall be appropriating $15 to 
$16 billion more than was appropriated 
last year, or approximately $10 billion 
more than was asked for last year. 

As one who believes that Congress will 
have to face up to the question of whether 
we will or will not raise taxes and how 
we are going to finance this budget, I 
believe we also must ask ourselves 
whether we can afford this expansion on 
the home front at a time when we have 
at least one war underway plus all the 
other problems confronting us interna
tionally. I do not wish to get into that 
phase of the discussion today. We shall 
discuss it later. 

I feel strongly that Congress must not 
drift along and let time pass without 
facing up to this budgetary problem. We 
should let the American people know 
whether there will or will not be a tax 
increase, whether we shall or shall not 
roll back expenditures. 

Personally, I believe we will have to 
do some of both. But we cannot solve 
this financial problem unless we sit down 
and face up to exactly how much we 
are spending and where these continuous 
deficits will lead us. This question will 
require the cooperation of all of us, on 
both sides of the aisle, to work together 
to restore some degree of solvency. 

I agree fully with the majority lead-

er. I do not believe this is a political 
question. I do not believe it is a ques
tion upon which Congress can point the 
finger at the President and say, "It is 
your responsibility." He cannot spend a 
dime that we do not appropriate. On the 
other hand, he cannot point a finger at 
Congress because he signs the same bills. 
So we are all in it together, equally re
sponsible, and we should all have the 
same objective. We must sit down to
gether and agree to tighten our belts and 
decide where we can make these cuts. 
We must recognize that when we reduce 
expenditures it will hurt every one of us 
in our own pet programs. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Delaware has made a very fair state
ment. It is the responsibility of Congress 
and of the President. The President pro
poses, but Congress disposes. 

I agree with the distinguished Sen
ator when he says that there should be 
further cuts in Government expenditures 
and at the same time a surcharge tax 
imposed. I believe that if we do not face 
up to this dual responsibility, inflation 
may well get out of hand, and the peo
ple will be paying far more than would 
be paid in the way of a surcharge on in
come tax. 

I would also point out, that according 
to my best understanding; the surcharge 
tax would not apply to people having in
comes of less than $5,000; but it would 
apply to people whose taxable income was 
$5,000 or more. 

With a 10-percent surcharge it would 
operate as follows: If a person paid $1,000 
in income taxes last year, the 10-percent 
surcharge would be applied adding a just 
$100 to that tax, making it a total of 
$1,100. 

This matter will be studied thoroughly. 
We will not get anywhere, however, by 
blaming the President; because, in exer
cising his responsibilities, he is doing 
everything he can possibly do to hold 
down expenditures within the depart
ments. But how one man can oversee 
them all, how one man can know what 
is going on at all times in each agency 
is, I believe, an impossibility. 

It will be rec'alled that the President 
sent out orders to the departments to 
cut down, aside from Vietnam, by 10 per
cent. It will be recalled that during the 
recess he also sent out orders to the 
State Department to cut its personnel by 
10 percent, and that included the Agency 
for International Development. 

So I believe the President is doing all 
he can possibly do. I am sure that he will 
welcome whatever assistance Congress 
can gave him in respect to reducing his 
request, because that has been the Presi
dent's policy since he has been in the 
White House. He is not at all ave,rse, I 
might add, to Congress exercising its 
prerogatives, to the end that a more 
stringent and a better tailored budget 
can result. 

Now I should like, Mr. President, to 
talk about the presentation of the budget 
by the President today. 

A CLEARER AND MORE UNIFIED 
BUDGET FOR THE PEOPLE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, last 
March the · President appointed a com-

mittee of 16 eminent men, including the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of our Committee on Appropriations, 
to review the budget concepts and the 
manner of presenting the budget. The 
Commission reported in October, and this 
budget reflects the bulk of their recom
mendations. It is, in fact, amazing that 
the President and the Budget Bureau 
were able to put such significant changes 
into effect in the fiscal year 1969 budget 
in such short notice. 

The new budget has a number of strik
ing advantages over the older approaches 
it replaces. For example: 

The new budget is comprehensive: 
It includes virtually all funds admin

istered by the Government. This appears 
to add some $47 billion to the old familiar 
budget figures. But let us remember, they 
have been there for some time--counted 
or not. The new, higher figures may be 
hard for us to get used to, but they are a 
truer reflection of the facts of Govern
ment finance. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I say to 

the distinguished majority leader that 
I applaud what he is saying in this re
gard. 

I have the honor of serving as chair
man of the Committee on Finance. 
When people come to me to discuss the 
national debt or the budget, I point out 
that the way the law has made us keep 
books and the way it has been done in 
the past, was such that one really did not 
know what the national debt was or 
what the deficit or the surplus was be
cause there were so many things left out 
that should be in or so many things that 
were in that should not be in it. 

The matter that the Senator is dis
cussing here is very important because 
the question of whether we have a sur
plus or a deficit in the social security 
trust fund for a year is a very important 
item in a 1-year budget. 

I am very happy to see that this im
portant item and a number of other 
items to which the Senator made refer
ence, are now being made a part of the 
budget. One can look at the budget and 
determine on balance if the Government 
is spending more than it is taking in or 
taking in more than it is spending. Now, 
for the first time, we will be able to look 
at the entire picture and get an impres
sion as to where we stand on Govern
ment spending, whether we are taxing 
more than we are spending, whether 
more is coming in than is going out, or 
vice versa. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect. The Senator from Louisiana has 
been advocating this type of budget for 
at least the last decade. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am pleased 
to see this happen. I had nothing to do 
with it happening. It did not make much 
sense to do it the way we were doing it. 
I am pleased that someone, not influ
enced by my thinking, made a study and 
arrived at the same conclusion I had 
that this is the way it should be done. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Louisiana has spoken so often on this 
matter that it has been like drops of rain 
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that have accumulated an(l have at last 
been felt. We have this comprehensive 
budget which, in my opinion, could even 
be more comprehensive in that there 
should be added whatever assets this 
Government has in the form of projects 
such as the Bonneville Authority, the 
Libby Dam, in Montana, the Yellowtail, 
and so forth. These undertakings are not 
liabilities, by any means. They are reve
nue producing and have been financed 
on a loan basis fully repayable with in
terest. They are valuable assets and 
should be included in the comprehensive 
budget. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Govern
ment were an extremist, it could sell 
those assets, if it had to, and at a very 
good price. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect, because Yellowtail, Libby Dam, and 
Hungry Horse are just what the Senator 
has said-they are assets. They have an 
estimated life of 100 years and 30 to 50 
years from now, after they are fully paid 
out with interest, all revenue derived 
from these great projects-after operat
ing costs-would go into the General 
Treasury. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 
of West Virginia in the chair) . The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 3 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, in line with the point raised 
by the Senator from Louisiana and the 
Senator from Montana on counting these 
projects as assets, I think that it is a 
good plan to itemize them in the budget 
at the depreciated value in our assets, as 
well as the accrued liabilities of the Gov
ernment, so we can get the true picture. I 
agree completely that this would be a 
step in the right direction. 

I do not question that it is better to 
include in a report to the Congress the 
expenditures under these trust funds. 
That always has to be taken into con
sideration when we consider taxes. 

The point I raised earlier, and the 
point on which I disagreed with the ad
ministration, is that trust fund receipts 
cannot be counted as normal income for 
the purpose of reporting our deficit. 

I shall illustrate this point with a hy
pothetical case. Assume for the moment 
that we are going to enact the 10-percent 
tax increase and that it will produce $10 
billion. That could be earmarked and put 
into the social security trust fund, and 
under this new accounting procedure we 
would get the same result in reporting 
next year's deficit. We know that if all 
of that money is turned over to the social 
security trust fund it would improve the 
financial status of the trust. 

I repeat, we could earmark this income 
tax revenue and put it in the social secu
rity trust fund, and then everybody 
would say, "You have really taken care 
of the social security trust fund," yet we 
would have the same result of a deficit of 
$8 billion next year because the accumu-

lation in the trust fund is counted for 
the purpose of reducing the reported 
deficit. That is an absurd situation. The 
example just made shows that this would 
not work. The GovemmenJt has no 
right to claim these trust fund surpluses 
as though they were normal revenue, any 
more than a bank would which is ad
ministering a $5-million trust for some 
of its customers. The bank cannot in
clude the value of that trust in its finan
cial statement. They are two separate 
parts entirely. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with the 
Senator. The money paid into the social 
security fund is for a specific purpose 
and must be used for a specific purpose. 
The Senator has a valid point. But the 
fund itself represents a valuable item in
sofar as its revenues exceed the obliga
tions against it. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator 

from Louisiana mentioned the national 
debt. I am wondering what effect, if any, 
the revised budgetary method will have 
on the national debt. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am. not' a financial 
expert, but it would be my assumption 
that the inclusion of such items as the 
trust funds, for example, which in reality 
are separate items, would have no effect 
on the debt, as such, because interest 
would accrue to them. The Government 
expenditures would be indicated to the 
same extent as they always have been 
and as long as we have to borrow money 
to meet those expenditures and as long 
as outgo exceeds income, the steady ac
cretion in the national debt will continue 
to be with us. The debt now is between 
$13 billion and $14 billion-6 percent of 
the total budget-and will probably con
tinue on that basis according to past per
formance. 

The only way the debt could be re
duced would be to bring outgo under in
come to the end that some of the prin
cipal can be paid off. I do not believe, 
however, that that has been the-case for 
many decades now. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. As I under
stand the Senator's response, so far as 
he can determine at the moment, this 
new budgetary method will have no effect 
on the method of calculating the national 
debt. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is my under
standing, but I repeat again that I am 
not a financial expert. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. Wll.rLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, the Senator from Virginia is cor
rect. It would have no effect at all on 
our national debt because to the extent 
that we use Government trust funds we 
put Government I 0 U's over there and 
they are counted as a part of the debt. 
- One change that is in this budget 
which I like is that heretofore participa
tion certificates were counted as a re
duction in expenditures and not as a part 
of the national debt. From now on, under 
this "untied budget" participation cer
tificate sales, which are 100 percent guar
anteed by the Government, will be 
counted as a part of the national debt. 

This is the position I have taken all 
along. They will not be used as a reduc-
tion in expenditures. It is another means 
to finance the debt. 

Under this unified picture we will get 
a truer presentation of the debt. 

There are many features in this 
method that are improvements over the 
previous method. I make that statement 
even though I have pointed out certain 
areas with which I disagree. Perhaps we 
can ultimately get a true picture of our 
financial situation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 3 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
in the area of the national debt, I wish 
to direct the Senator's attention to the 
fact that for some years we had a resolu
tion known as the Saltonstall resolution, 
calling for a full statement of all of this 
Nation's contingent liabilities. 

The Senator from Louisiana was will
ing to go along with that but he wanted 
to add, in addition, a statement of all the 
assets that we have available to us in 
one respect or another to meet those 
contingent liabilities, so we would not be 
looking at only the hole in the doughnut 
but the doughnut and the hole. 

We did pass that resolution through 
the Senate and a study is now being 
made, I believe, in the Treasury to see 
what that picture would be when you 
looked at the entire matter. It should 
have been available to the American 
people a long time ago, but we will know 
when we get a look at it and we will have 
a chance to make our suggestions as to 
what the overall picture is. 

I suppose the biggest single item that 
one finds difficulty in calculating is the 
Nation's greatest asset, and that is its 
people and the ability to tax income of 
the American people, as well as their 
assets, in order to pay off the debt. 

When one looks at the tremendous as
sets the Nation has, as well as potential 
assets, I believe that he is going to be 
very greatly impressed and his pessimism 
will be dissolved, to a considerable ex
tent. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would agree with 
the Senator. I think that the Saltonstall
Long approach in this matter is very 
fair. It should reveal not only what we 
have in the way of liabilities which I 
think we all generally know, but also it 
should disclose huge assets that very few 
Americans appreciate fully. 

Mr. President, the new budget is uni
fied with a single one-page plan that 
covers congressional action on appropria
tions as well as the resulting expendi
tures, the receipts, and the deficit. It also 
shows more olearly the proposed means of 
financing the deficit. 

The new budget is a more valuable eco
nomic document: Spending by the Gov
ernment is separated from its lending 
operations, so that the differtng effects 
of these two activities can be more easily 
gaged. 

Finally, the new budget treats the sale 
of participation certificates as a form of 
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borrowing. This move also adds about $4 
billion to the apparent deficit, as com
pared with the older measures, even 
though there is no change in the actual 
f1acts. Reasonable men may reasonably 
differ on whether these participation 
sales should be treated as a reduction in 
Government assets or as an increase in 
liabilities. The majority of the Commis
sion members took the latter point of view 
and the President and his advisers have 
voluntarily decided to follow this advice. 

The remaining changes recommended 
by the Commission should be instituted 
as soon as feasible. For example, shift
ing to the more businesslike accrual ac
counting, and identifying the subsidy ele
ment in several loan programs, are 
desirable steps-but steps that may pru
dently take 2 years or so to implement. 

Today is indeed a landmark day in the 
annals of Federal budgeting. The Presi
dent has given us a comprehensive and 
conceptually sound document-one 
which will enhance our consideration of 
its proposals, and also add to public un
derstanding. 

We now have the responsibility to weigh 
it carefully, recognize its domestic and 
international content, and vote on it 
accordingly. 

THE PRESIDENT'S SOUND AND SEN
SffiLE BUDGET 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the budget 
we have received today is both sensible 
in its approach and sound in its answers 
to our urgent national needs. 

Our Nation is the richest and most 
powerful in the world. Our defense 
forces are stronger now than at any 
point in our history. Our standard of 
living is the envy of all other nations. 
Our economy is experiencing an un
precedented period of sustained growth. 

But we also have serious problems. 
Abroad, we are fighting a costly war in 
Vietnam and we face grave tensions else
where in the world. At home, various ills 
beset us-among them poverty, urban 
blight, crime, poor education and hous
ing for too many of our citizens, and 
polluted air and water. 

Under President Johnson's leadership, 
we have begun to make real inroads on 
our domestic problems. We must con
tinue the job. This is not a time to stand 
pat. We simply cannot affort to ignore 
the challenges that confront us, whether 
they come from foreign agressors or arise 
out of deep-seated grievances within our 
own shores. The President made that 
abundantly clear in his forthright and 
realistic state of the Union message. 

Our needs are many, but our resources 
limited. Therefore the President has had 
to distribute the budget dollar on a 
stridt priority basis. I think he has clrosen 
wisely in his priorities. 

About 32 percent of the total increase 
in outlays in fiscal 1969 is needed for 
improvements in our defense forces. An
-other 40 percent of the increase will be 
for benefit payments required by law for 
social security, medicare, and other so
cial insurance trust funds. The second 
stage of the pay raises we voted last year 
for Government personnel will begin on 
July 1, 1968. It will account for 15 per-

cent of the increase in total budget out
lays between 1968 and 1969. Finally, 
other relatively fixed charges, such as 
interest on the debt, public assistance, 
and veterans pensions, will account for 
12 percent of the fiscal year 1969 in
crease. These obligations, approved by 
Congress, cannot be sidestepped. 

These figures I have just cited come to 
99 percent of the rise in outlays-for 
defense, pay, and for charges relatively 
fixed under present law. 

This is a tight budget, as the1 Presi
dent pointed out in his state of the 
Union message. This point is under
scored when we consider that outlays 
for the more controllable portion of the 
budget will be up by less than one-half 
of 1 percent. 

This hold-the-line policy has not been 
applied arbitrarily. As I pointed out 
earlier, the budget reflects judgments 
about the Nation's priorities. This means 
that some high priority programs will 
be increased on a selective basis to help 
meet urgent domestic needs; for exam
ple, manpower training and job develop
ment, the model cities program, efforts 
to curb the rising crime rate, air and 
water pollution cont.rol, and health care 
for mothers and infants. 

The President has urged that we give 
these increases careful consideration. I 
trust that we will and that our response 
will be favorable. 

At the same time, he has proposed 
budget decreases or legislative program 
reforms in mos~ of the major Govern
ment agencies. He has similarly asked 
for support and approval of these pro
posals for saVings. 

This, it seems to me, is what the Con
gress has been calling on the President 
to provide: 

The needed amounts for defense and 
other mandatory programs; 

His priorities as to those urgent pro
grams for which we should increase our 
expenditures modestly; 

Suggestions on programs or activities 
which can and should be reduced or re
formed because of changed circum
stances or a lesser order of priority. 

This President Johnson has done
and done well. I urge Congress to _co
operate in supporting both the budget 
and revenue-raising proposals we now 
have before us. 

PRESIDENTJOHNSONPRESENTSEX
CELLENTINTERNATIONALGRAINS 
ARRANGEMENT 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 

Friday President Johnson sent to the 
Senate for its consideration the Interna
tional Grains Arrangement which will 
be a valued benefit for the Nation's 
wheatgrowers. I know that wheatgrow
ers have valued previous arrangements. 
The new arrangement which includes 
higher minimum prices for world trade 
will benefit wheat farmers even more. 

The food aid portion of the arrange
ment will do double duty for the United 
States. First, it means that other devel
oped countries will be sharing the world's 
aid burden so that the United States can 
spend less abroad. 

Second, it , means that other wheat 

exporting countries will have less wheat 
to sell in the world's commercial markets 
since they will be providing some of their 
grain for food aid programs for the next 
3 years. 

I hope that the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, in conducting hearings on the 
proposed arrangement, will make sure 
that it is the intention of the Secretary 
of Agriculture to keep U.S. wheat com
petitive in world markets and to take 
meStsures which will require other ex
porting countries to shoulder their part 
of the task of maintaining wheat price 
stability. 

As President Johnson said on Fri
day, this arrangement is a big step for
ward in the administration's overall 
effort to strengthen and stabilize our 
farm economy. 

I hope the Senate will firmly support 
this excellent arrangement. 

PHILIPPINES SHOW THE WAY BY 
RATIFYING ALL HUMAN RIGHTS 
CONVENTIONS 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in 

1963, the General Assembly of the 
United Nations, with strong support from 
the United States, designated 1968 as 
the International Year for Human 
Rights. In 1965 the General Assembly 
called upon all members to ratify before 
1968 the human rights conventions. 

All of us know the record of the Sen
ate. Of the five human rights conven
tions submitted to the Senate, only the 
Supplementary Slavery Convention has 
been approved. 

By comparison with our own inaction, 
the record of the Republic of the Philip
pines is truly remarkable. 

The Republic of the Philippines, only 
21 years old, has ratified all nine of the 
human rights conventions. 

The United States can certainly take 
a lesson from the young Philippines. The 
Senate can make a real start, this year, 
by giving its advice and consent to the 
Conventions on Forced Labor, Freedom 
of Association, Genocide, and Political 
Rights of Women. 

THE MOTIVES BEHIND THE NORTH 
KOREAN SEIZURE OF THE "PUEBLO" 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, on Friday, 
January 26, I addressed the Senate con
cerning what I believed to be a signifi
cant part of the motivation of the ac
tions of the North Koreans in their cap
ture of the U.S.S. Pueblo. 

Today, Mr. President, I should like to 
return to that subject and spell out in 
greater detail the facts that prompt me 
to believe that the North Korean moti
va-tion is precisely what I alluded to on 
Friday. 

There is clear evidence that Kim Il
song of North Korea is playing the old 
game of dietaJtors who :rure sorely pressed 
at home by economic and political diffi
culties which they have proven incapa
ble of solving. 

While South Korea's economy has be
gun to boom over the last few years and 
has recently been growing each year at 
a rate somewhere between 8 and 11 
percent per annum, Kim Il-song's econ-
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omy has declined dramatically over the 
last few years primarily because of a 
drop in the growth of industrial produc
tion. Industrial production in North Ko
rea has declined from an average of 35 
percent annually between 1955 and 1960, 
to about 15 percent between 1961 and 
1964, and even lower during the last 2 
years. Meanwhile, Kim Il-song's agricul
ture production could not take up the 
slack, was barely able to maintain its 
normal levels, and could not offset the 
dramatic decline in industrial growth. 

When one stops to realize that North 
Korea was bequeathed at the end of 
World War II almost the entire indus
trial power base and industrial resources 
of the peninsula of Korea, one can get 
an idea of how dramatic Kim Il-song's 
failures have been, and when one rea
lizes that the Republic of South Korea 
began its independent life in 1946 with 
no industrial power and no proven in
dustrial resources, its performance over 
the last 20 years !s a modem miracle, 
and those Members of the Senate who 
have so stanchly defended aid for Ko
rea can take a full measure of credit. 

As year after year went by Kim II
song was faced by a tremendous loss of 
face as the Republic of South Korea be
gan to catch up and, in some ways, to 
surpass it. Kim Il-song's remedy for his 
failures has been to tighten his police 
controls over every aspect of life in North 
Korea. He placed the dead hand of col
lectivism upon North Korea's agricul
ture, giving him a firm grip over the 
farmers but denying him the motivation 
from them that might have increased 
production. 

Because his failures becames more and 
more apparent to the U.S.S.R. and to the 
People's Republic of China, Kim Il-song 
found it difficult to justify to them his 
dissipation of the great advantages he 
inherited in 1946. He squirmed from one 
side to the other and finally in October 
1966, declared that North Korea was in
dependent of every other house in com
munism, including both China and 
Russia. 

During that declaration of independ
ence in October 1966, he also streS\Sed 
the necessity of building his party orga
nization in the Republic of South Korea 
and advocated united front tactics. But 
over the last year Kim Il-song's ridicu
lous posturing made it even more ap
parent that those tactics had no chance 
of success. In Kim Il-song's latest speech 
he abandoned that Soviet-type united 
front tactics and said that "unification 
must be realized within our generation." 
He asked, ''How can we sit idly by when 
the people in South Korea are fighting 
and shedding their blood?" 

So, ideologically, Kim Il-song aban
doned any pretense of legitimacy and 
declared a bloodier policy for the Re
public of South Korea. In order to do 
this, he had to purge his No. 4 leader, 
Pak Kum Chol, and his No. 5 man, Lee 
Hyo Sun, who had been guiding the 
united front tactics in the south. In ad
dition to purging possible opponents in 
his ruling clique, Kim Il-song embarked 
upon the cult of personality and adopted 
all the trappings of megalomania. 

Which brings us down to the worst 
failure of megalomaniacs-a tendency to 

miscalculate their own power and influ
ence. And here is where the free world 
faces its direct threat: Has Kim 11-song 
miscalculated again, even as he did in 
1950? An examination of the evidence is 
now important to us all. 

He recently exhorted Communists to 
accomplish the revolution in the south 
"at all costs.'' Here is one example of 
what that phrase means. He determined 
to assassinate President Pak and to blow 
up everyone in the Blue House. He 
trained 31 North Korean officers for 
many months. Thirty-one assassins were 
then given 2 weeks' intensive training. 
On January 16 they assembled in Kae
song. Each assassin was given a l:J.S.S.R. 
submachinegun and pistol, one antitank 
grenade, eight antipersonnel grenades, 
and 5 days' rations. In gross violation of 
the armistice agreement, these assassins 
were infiltrated through the demilitar
ized zone. Because of the bravery of the 
South Korean farmers, woodcutters, and 
simple citizens, they were discovered and 
intercepted, hunted down, killed or cap
tured before they could touch President 
Pak. 

The photographs and equipment of 
Kim n-song's assassins have been di
rectly displayed to the North Korean 
officers at Panmunjom. The representa
tive of the United Nations informed the 
North Koreans at Panmunjom that Kim 
Il-song's plan to assassinate President 
Pak had badly misfired. Kim TI-song's 
latest attempt at crime had, the United 
Nations representative declared, marked 
North Korea as an "outcast among 
nations." 

Kim Il-song's difficulties at home not 
only led him to attempt the practice of 
direct political assassination of oppo
nents at home and abroad, but also to 
adopt a policy of piracy at sea. The in
competent and ineffectual dictator had 
such contempt for his own peqple that 
he believed that their confidence in him 
would increase according to his success 
as a domestic and international outlaw. 

The facts of the U.S.S. Pueblo affair 
are indisputable. The encounter started 
about noon on January 22, 1968, when 
two fishing trawlers from Wonsan circled 
the Pueblo, giving no signal, verbal or 
otherwise. These two boats disappeared 
by late afternoon. 

On January 23, at about noon, a North 
Korean subchaser circled the Pueblo 
three times, and on the last circle 
signaled the Pueblo to heave to or be 
fired upon. You have heard the Pueblo's 
reply, "I am in international waters." 

At 1 p.m., an additional force joined 
the subchaser, consisting of three patrol 
boats, and the Pueblo was ordered to fol
low them. The Pueblo refused. At this 
time two Migs began to circle directly 
overhead. 

One attempt to board the Pueblo by 
armed personnel was rebuffed. We be
lieve the North Koreans were prepared 
to fire and that later they did so, but with 
what effect we do not know. We also 
think that within a few minutes they 
again tried unsuccessfully to board the 
Pueblo. At about 1:30 p.m., the Pueblo 
was again directed to stop, and at 1:45 
an attempt to board was apparently suc
cessful. 

This tottering leader, this miscalculat
ing megalomaniac, has brought his coun
try once more to the abyss. There is little 
doubt that he is attempting to cover up 
his tragic failures at home and abroad, 
and that he has chosen the most danger
ous path to compensate for his failures. 

T. ROSS SHARPE 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, early 

on Sunday morning, January 28, 1968, 
life ended for one of my fellow Georgians. 
He was not an ordinary mran, neither 
was he great as among kings and heads 
of state, but he was by any measure an 
outstanding man. In passing through this 
life, he left his mark upon the land. 
He did not believe in being a carbon copy 
of any other man, and he imparted this 
philosophy to his children and others 
who knew him. He contributed to his 
society. 

T. Ross Sharpe was born in Marvin, 
a very small rural community in Toombs 
County, Ga. He attended the county 
schools, graduated from Brewton Parker 
Junior College in Ailey, Ga., and there
after received his LL.B from Mercer Uni
versity in Macon, Ga., in 1915. 

Soon after his graduation, "Col. T. 
Ross," as he was familiarly known to 
his friends, served his country in the 
U.S. Nayy during World War I. 

After the war ended he returned to 
Georgia and spent several years in At
lanta. He married Ellen Malone, a lovely 
Alabama girl, and their marriage was 
blessed by a son, T. Malone, and a 
daughter, Luray. Shortly after this, "T. 
Ross" and his young family returned 
to Toombs County where he began the 
successful practice of law in Lyons. 

Over the succeeding quarter of a cen
tury, "T. Ross" served the people of 
Toom'bs County in a number of capaci
.ties. He was on the county Democratic 
committee for 24 years. He served in the 
General Assembly of the State of 
Georgia. He was on the coumy board of 
education for 16 years. 

All of these distinctions, as grand as 
they are, seem to me to be overshadowed 
by the contribution he made toward 
fathering the concept of the rural elec
trification program in Toombs County. 
He knew what life was like on a farm 
without electric power. His boyhood days 
had been spent reading by the light of a 
candle, oil lamp, or open fireplace. He 
knew the chilling cold in fingers that 
ached as he tugged at the rope drawing 
up the water bucket from an open well 
in the middle of winter. He had spent 
many days in a freezing barn or a steamy 
hot one milking cows by hand. He had 
a full realization of the advantages that 
electricity could bring to a f:arm. 

It was to this end that T. Ross Sharpe 
made such a great effort. His foresight 
and astute awareness enabled him to 
evaluate the potential impact of Presi
dent Roosevelt's Executive order of May 
11, 1935, establishing the REA program. 

He worked almost single handedly 
with the county, State, and Federal offi
cials late in 1935, and on April 25, 1936, 
secured approval for a loan to the co-op 
in the amount of $53,000. This loan came 
1 month prior to action by Congress es-
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tablishing the REA in May 1936. Largely 
through his efforts, the Altamaha Elec
tric Membership Co-op was formed. In 
its early development, 208 members were 
served by 53 miles of powerlines. From 
this modest beginning, the co-op now 
serves 7,500 rural folks of Toombs 
County, and customers in six other 
Georgi'a oounties-Emanel, Laurens, 
Treutlen, Montgomery, Telfair, and 
Johnson-are now being supplied low
cost electricity on 2,000 miles of lines. 
This program was one of the first REA 
developments in Georgia and was among 
the first in the Nation. 

The development and success of the 
Altamaha REA has served as a model for 
many other programs throughout the 
Nation. 

It has been, in large measure, through 
the efforts ofT. Ross Sharpe and other 
dedicated men like him, that millions of 
rural Americans now enjoy the advan
tages of low-cost electricity. We also 
must keep in mind that as we have 
realized the development of REA for our 
rural brothers, we have enriched not only 
their lives but the lives and fortunes of 
all our people. 

With the death of this man, the peo
ple of Toombs County, the State of Geor
gia, and the Nation have suffered a great 
loss. He will be missed. A colorful era in 
our lives and relationship has drawn to 
a close. Although he is gone, we hold 
fond memories of his having passed 
through our lives, and tomorrow and to
morrow and tomorrow, as succeeding 
generations of rural Americans turn on 
their lights and farm equipment, we shall 
know that T. Ross Sharpe has left a 
memorial that exceeds the monuments 
of marble and stone built for lesser men. 

THE PEACE CORPS IN SIERRA 
LEONE 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a letter to Peace Corps Director 
Jack Hood Vaughn from Ambassador 
Robert G. Miner in Freetown, Sierra 
Leone, concerning the high standards of 
performance and effectiveness of the 
Peace Corps volunteers in that Nation. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EMBASSY OF THE 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Freetown, January 9, 1968. 

Mr. JACK HOOD VAUGHN, 
Director of the Peace Cm-ps, 
Malatico Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JAcK: Last week-end ·at the invita
tion of the Peace Oorps, I attended the clos
ing session of the Northern Regional Con
fel"ence for Chiefdom Development, as rtwal 
development 1s called here. 

The COnference was very well organized 
and the participation of Sierra Leone officials 
was excellent: the Provincial Commissioner 
and all the District Commissioners con
cerned attended. Your people will no doubt 
have a full report from the Peace Oorps here. 

The purpose of this note is to relay 
the remarks to me of a senior police 
official of the northern province. They are 
not, I am sure, unusual but they do provide 
additional evidence of the effectiveness of 
the Peace Corps a.nd. another indication that 
your organization has been on the right track. 

The police official said in effect that the peo
ple of Sierra Leone had received great help 
over the years from European and some 
American Otlicials, missionaries, and chari
table organizations. Previously, however, it 
was always a 'question of "them and us": 
the benefactors lived their lives apart, deal
ing with the SieiTa Leoneans only in the 
course of their duties and ministrations. The 
Peace Corps Volunteers, he said, were the 
first to ·live with the Sierra Leoneans, to 
share their life. 

"They know us," he said, "And they make 
us feel they like us as human beings and not 
as objects of ch~rLty." He developed this 
theme at some length but his principal 
point was simply that the Volunteers had 
made themselves part of the life of the 
towns and v1llages in which they work, and 
had thus been welcomed and cherished as 
no other foreigners had been. 

From what I have seen of the Peace Corps 
Volunteers and staff in the month or so I 
have been here amply bears out the police 
official's comments. I think they are doing 
a first class job with verve, enthusiasm, and 
dedication. It goes almost without saying 
that the Peace Corps is by far the greatest 
asset the U.S. Government has in Sierra 
Leone. My congratulations and thanks. 

I should add a word about the Volunteers 
and staff from Gabon, who were evacuated 
here and are awaiting assignment. Although 
hurt and disappointed at their summary 
expulsion from Gabon and at loose ends 
until their onward assignments have been 
made, they have been cheerful and uncom
plaining and have set about organizing 
themselves and their time as best they can. 

Best wishes for the New Year. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT G. MINER. 

THE PRESIDENT SETS HIGH BUDG
ET PRIORITIES TO HELP THE 
AMERICAN CITY 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, 

Americans these days are used to hear
ing everyone speak of the crisis of the 
cities. Sidney Smith, the 19th century 
English wit, once wrote.: 

Don't tell me of facts; I never believe 
facts; you know ... nothing (is) ••. so 
fallacious as facts, except figures. 

Yet the crisis in the American cities 
is a fact. And it is impossible to discuss 
the city and the President's 1969 budget 
without discussing both facts and 
figures. 

The actions needed to help our Na
tion's ailing cities will entail solutions to 
many complex problems. The housing 
and community development programs 
included in the 1969 budget are aimed 
at solving some of the most difficult city 
problems. 

After study of the budget documents, 
I am convinced that two of President 
Johnson's programs which hold · the 
greatest hope for our cities-and which 
the President discussed in his state of the 
Union address-:-are the model cities and 
the new 10-year housing programs. 

The budget calls for a total appropria
tion for model cities for 1969 of $1 bil
lion. These funds will be used to pay 
supplementary grants and carry on ur
ban renewal activities in the 63 initial 
cities which already have planning 
grants and the 70 additional cities whose 
planning grants will be approved in 1968. 
Thus, in 1969 the model cities program 
will begin to have its impact in compre
hensively attacking the most urgent 

problems of physical and social blight 
and decay in 133 of our cities. 

The President has asked for a far
reaching and necessary 10-year housing 
program to provide 6 million housing 
units for low- and moderate-income 
families. The program is to begin in 1969 
with 300,000 units. Although there has 
been no legislative proposal as yet, the 
program is likely to include some reha
bilitation, some increases in existing 
programs such as rent supplements and 
public housing "turnkey" projects, and 
as yet unspecified new approach. A com
bination of these programs would con
stitute the most logical overall approach 
to providing this vitally needed housing. 
We have already seen some startling 
successes in pilot programs of the John
son administration to bring industry and 
Government together to provide new 
housing in central city areas. 

In addition to the programs the Presi
dent discussed in the state of the Union 
address, he has asked for nearly $1.3 bil
lion for his 1969 urban renewal pro
gram. This amount will provide essential 
Federal assistance to local public agen
cies for rehabilitation or acquisition, 
clearance and redevelopment of slums 
and blighted areas, as well as providing 
the tools needed to restore the physical 
environment in approved model cities 
programs. In the past, criticism has been 
leveled at urban renewal as the bulldozer 
which tears down the housing of low
income citizens without providing low
cost alternatives. However, with the vig
orous application of a new program of 
national goals for urban renewal, the 
first priorities in urban renewal are now 
the provision of low income housing and 
full-time permanent jobs for low-income 
residents. The national goals make urban 
renewal a much improved tool to help 
our cities provide housing and jobs for 
low-income citizens. 

The President also asked for $1.4 bil
lion in advance funding for 1970 for 
urban renewal. The advance funding will 
provide assurances to the cities so that 
they will be able to plan for the future 
knowing that Federal funds will be avail
able. Part of the $1.4 billion in advance 
funding is for use in approved model 
cities programs. 

Yet, the budget clearly shows that the 
programs I have touched on do not ex
haust the President's herculean efforts 
to help the cities. A partial list of other 
aids shows $40 million for 130 multipur
pose neighborhood centers in 1969, an 
increase of $10 million over 1968; $55 
million for about 980 urban planning 
grants in 1969, an increase of $10 mil
lion over 1968; urban research will be 
doubled from $10 million to $20 million; 
rent supplement annual payments will 
increase by more than 400 percent; rent 
supplement contracts for later annual 
payments will increase to $65 million; 
and many other important aids, such as 
housing for the elderly, urban parks, and 
demonstration of new approaches to pro
vide low-income housing. 

The $5.3 billion in obligational author
ity requested for the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development must 
be compared with the total priorities 
shown in the budget. In a budget marked 
by a tight financial situation, the Presi-
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dent has found room for new, high pri
ority initiatives in housing and commu
nity development and a billion-dollar 
model cities program. He has proposed 
doubling the urban research budget. 
When greater resources are available, 
this budget insures that we will be able 
to move forward rapidly to cure the ills 
which have hampered so many of our 
urban areas for so long. 

So the task is before us. We need to 
send forth the clear call to the cities that 
resources are on the way to help them 
solve their problems. We can accomplish 
this by providing all the funds which 
the President has proposed for housing 
and community development in this 1969 
budget. 

I urge the Congress to do so. 

OUR VANISHING SPACE-AT HOME 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, a 

thoughtful and, indeed, a very depressing 
analysis of what is happening and will 
happen in our country as a result of our 
burgeoning population, written by Jenkin 
Lloyd Jones, was published in the SBJtur
day, January 27, Washington Star. 

Mr. Jones points out that we are 
headed for a country with no more wide
open spaces, with bumper-to-bumper 
traffic, and much else, when, 30 years 
from now, our population reaches 300 
million. I might point out that, unless 
checked, this 300 million will double 
again in less than the 30 years there
after; let us say by 2025. 

Mr. Jones' realistic forecast is lacking 
ln only one respect. He does not draw the 
obvious conclusion as to what should be 
done about it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle entitled "America's Empty Space 
Vanishing," be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICA'S EMPTY SPACE VANISHING 

(By Jenkin Lloyd Jones) 
A few weeks ago with considerable fan

fare America passed the theoretical moment 
when her population reached 200 million. 

Generally, there was a feeling of triumph. 
We were all raised in the American tradition 
that described two kinds of towns-growing 
ones and dead ones. It is a heritage from our 
pioneer traditions when community boosters 
counted the wagons moving in as against the 
wagons moving out. 

Unhappily, the "more-the-merrier" atti
tude toward human population, which 
seemed logical while we were sniftlng each 
other's campfires, lost its logic when we be
gan breathing each other's smoke. If you 
want to get over any bigger-the-better 1llu
sions, spend a weekend in Calcutta. 

At its first census in 1790 America had 
fewer than 4 million people. It took 128 
years to reach its first 100 million and only 
49 more to reach its second 100 m1llion. 
Projections into the future are dangerous. 
We have ever more amazing preventive and 
corrective medicine on the one hand and 
the "pill" and the A-bomb on the other. 
But sometime around 1995 many demogra
phers guess that we'll hit 300 million. Just 
27 years to go! 

What will America be like as we approach 
this awesome number? 

For the first part of this period the safest 
guess is that practically all American cities 
above 20,000 population today will grow 
rapidly. The present process which has been 

under way for 40 years-that of sucking the 
population out of rural areas and small 
towns-will continue as mechanization ren
ders obsolete the farm hand and people move 
toward city industrial jobs. 

But after a while rural America wm start 
filling up, too. Computer-control will make 
far-flung factories as easy to manage as 
though they were in the shadow of the head 
office. The super-cities will become more and 
more difficult to live in. There will be a great 
back-to-the-country movement. 

Not back to the farm. Farins will be highly 
mechanized food factories. Some food fac
tories won't even fool with soil at all. Vege
tables will be raised in hydroponic tanks. 
Fish will be bred, fed and harvested in huge 
food-lakes and damned-off bays and inlets. 
People will not live on the land. As in India 
today they will cluster in settlements be
cause. land will be too precious to give away 
an acre to a farmhouse. 

Still, the super cities will continue to grow 
and to· knit themselves together in mega
lopolises representing literally hundreds of 
Iniles of solid habitation. In such communi
ties human values will be the most spectacu
lar casualty. 

People jammed together by the tens of 
mill1ons simply will not like each other very 
much. There will be a coldness and a temper. 
There will be neurotic aberrations of all 
kinds. -

This behavior is already becoming appar
ent. The New York cabdri'Ver 1s not the same 
as the cabdriver in Winnemucca, Nev. He is 
too people-tormented. Generally speaking, 
the bigger the city, the more senseless the 
violence and the more blatant the deviates 
become. 

Technology, of course, will do wonders. 
Cities will recycle sewage back into their 
water systeins, gag a little at first and find it 
pure. They will reduce smog and perhaps 
even noise by stern police measures. 

But individual freedoins will continue to 
narrow. A jammed nation will not permit a 
man to burn a gallon of precious hydrocarbon 
and occupy 100 square feet of expressway 
merely to get himself to work. We will be 
ordered, queued-up, counted off and herded. 
We will need our television phones, for the 
day will come when a drive out to Aunt Min
nie's will require a permit. 

Gradually, the empty country will vanish. 
"The Wide-Open Spaces" are already going. 
Posted land in Oklahoma increased 10 per
cent between the last two hunting seasons. 
We will resist as best we can with huge 
new state and federal parks. They are now 
talking about a national park covering all 
the Adirondacks. 

But it's bumper-to-bumper in Yellowstone 
now and 300 Inill1on people will turn the 
finest park system into a nightmare of ad
vance reservations, limited access and end
less regulation. There will be no place for 
Huck and Tom and the shotgun. 

Short of a murderous war or a hardy new 
virus we cannot reverse this process. We can 
only try to plan cities that will be livable. 
We can search for a social order which will 
keep us out of each other's hair, but will 
permit individuality to survive. We can seek 
government systems that will direct the 
masses without smothering the spirit. All 
this will be very difficult. 

And the price of failure will be the 300 
million blues. 

VIETNAM HEALTH CARE 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, there con

tinues to be, in the press sometimes and 
in Congress at times, a great deal of dis
cussion, often critical, of the health pic
ture in Vietnam, particularly as it relates 
to civilians in that war-torn land. 

I myself have had the opportunity to 
be in Vietnam on several separate occa-

sions, and I have paid some attention to 
this area of contention. Casualties, and 
particularly civilian casualties, are cer
tainly unwanted and deplored. But, real
izing that in the circumstances of war
fare, they are inevitable, I have been 
impressed by the skill and dedication of 
the medical personnel and by the im
provement in overal:l administration of 
medical care programs. This observation 
applies as well, of course, to the medical 
care given to our military casualties. It 
is truly, I think, remarkable. 

President Johnson has not been remiss 
in looking into all reports critical of med
ical care in Vietnam. He sent a team of 
top medical specialists to Vietnam to 
study the situation, including the charges 
that thousands of casualties were suffer
ing burns from American napalm. On two 
separate occasions, our distinguished 
Vice President has carefully looked into 
the problems of both military and ci
vilian hospital and medical care, making 
recommendations and seeing to it that 
those recommendations were acted upon 
by AID officials in Washington and Sai
gon, by the Department of Defense, and 
by others. He has prodded private agen
cies and foundations and some interna
tional organizations, and he has been 
active in seeking the aid of other govern
ments in providing hospital and medical 
care. 

Mr. President, on December 31, Dr. 
Howard Rusk, writing in the New York 
Times, reviewed the gains made last year 
in providing improved medical and 
health services for Vietnamese civilians. 
I think his comments are worthy of spe
cial note, so I ask unanimous consent 
that they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Dec. 31, 1967] 
VIETNAM HEALTH CARE: ENCOURAGING DEVEL

OPMENTS REPORTED IN AID TO CIVILIAN AND 
MILITARY CASUALTIES 

(By Howard A. Rusk, MD.) 
In Vietnam, the year 1967 was marked by 

continuing political frustration. Balanced 
against this, however, were a number of en
couraging developments in both the military 
and humanitarian spheres. 

Chief among the latter were the substan
tial gains made in providing improved medi
cal and health services for Vietnamese civil
ians. A year ago, numerous periodicals re
ported that civilian casualties in South 
Vietnam were as high as a hundred thousand 
a year and many were children who had been 
burned by American napalm bombs. 

No one actually knows the number of 
civ111an casualties in Vietnam. 

During the year, however, a number of 
independent observation and survey teams 
concluded that these reports were greatly 
exaggerated. 

TEAM OF PHYSICIANS 

One such group, a team of American physi
cians headed by Dr. F. J. L. Blasingame, ex
ecutive vice president of the American Medi
cal Association, in its report to President 
Johnson in late September, said: 

"Throughout our visit, individual team 
members paid particular attention to burns. 
The cases were relatively limited in number 
in relation to other injuries and illnesses, and 
we saw no justification for the undue em
phasis which had been placed by the press 
upon civilian burns caused by napalm." 

A new organization known as the Com
mittee of Responsib111ty, headed by a num-
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ber of America's medical leaders, has brought 
a very small number of severely disabled 
Vietnamese children to the United States for 
highly specialized reconstructive plastic sur
gery. 

In addition, the Children's Medical Relief 
International, a voluntary agency, has started 
a project to provide reconstructive surgery 
for the severely injured and burned in Sai
gon. The group is working temporarily in the 
surgical fac111ties of the National Rehabilita
tion Institute, pending the construction of 
a 40-bed specialized hospital to be completed 
next spring. 

The International Rescue Committee, 
which is participating in the project, has 
opened a reception and convalescent center 
in conjunction with the new hospital. 

In addition, the Foundation of the Ameri
can Society of Plastic and Reconstructive 
Surgery, which has been active in Vietnam 
for nearly four years, has announced its 
intention of increasing its program. 

EXPANDING MEDICAL TEAMS 

Equally encouraging is the success the 
Agency for International Development has 
had in expanding United States and all1ed 
medical teams to work in Vietnamese pro
vincial hospitals. Currently, more than 1,500 
such physicians, nurses and other paramedi
cal health personnel are working in provin
cial hospitals throughout Vietnam. 

Augmenting their efforts are a number of 
physicians who voluntarily serve two months 
in Vietnam under the sponsorship of the 
American Medical Association. 

The Agency for International Development 
has given a contract to the American Hos
pital Association under which the latter w111 
provide the services of 16 highly experienced 
hospital administrators for key provincial 
hospitals and an instructor in hospital ad
ministration. It has also developed a contract 
with the Catholic Conference under which 
this agency w111 provide up to 60 sk1lled 
nurses for provincial hospitals. 

The American college of Surgeons has re
cently had a survey team in Vietnam to 
study how it could assist. 

During 1968, a selected number of medical 
schools wm also provide teams of highly 
specialized medical personnel numbering up 
to 18 members. 

During the year, the Defense Department 
also announced that approval had been 
given for the construction of three hospi
tals with a total of possibly 1,100 beds to 
care for civilian casualties. These hospitals 
are being built and will be operated and 
staffed by the armed forces. A hundred new 
beds have already been opened in a new 
300-bed hospital and a 400-bed hospital is 
under construction. The third hospital, with 
400 beds, will be built later if it is needed. 

In the meantime, a monthly average of 
300 patients receive care in unutilized beds 
in United States military hospitals. 

The developments in expanding rehab111-
tation services for the permanently disabled, 
both m111tary and civ111an, have been par
ticularly encouraging. 

In January, 1966, the World Rehab111ta
tion Fund, Inc., a United States voluntary 
agency, began assisting the National Reha
bilitation Institute in strengthening and ex
panding its program. At that time, the small 
program at the National Rehabilitation In
stitute was fabricating about six old-fash
ioned, poorly-fitted wooden limbs a month. 
A crash program for training technicians was 
instituted. Supplies were sent from the 
United States, and within six months pro
duction jumped to several hundred modern, 
light-weight limbs a month, identical to 
those produced in the United States. 

Medical and rehabilitation services were 
expanded and strengthened and training 
programs for physical therapy technicians 
were instituted. It is planned that a two-

year formal training program for physical 
therapists will be started at the University 
of Saigon next September. 

Under the leadership of an American ex
pert, Vietnamese personnel Wef'e trained in 
services for the blind and a program for 
such services was instituted. 

Early in the year, technicians from the 
Conghoa M111tary Hospital in Saigon were 
trained in prosthetics at the National Re
hab111ta.tion Institute, and such a program 
was started at this hospital for disabled 
military personnel. This was later expanded 
to include services for paraplegics and other 
severely disabled. 

Heading the service are two physicians who 
received about 20 month's training in the 
United States, who accompanied a plane load 
of Vietnamese paraplegics who went to the 
Veterans Administration Hospital in Castle 
Point, N.Y., in November, 1965. Half of the 
paraplegics who have since returned to Viet
nam are llvlng at home with their famil1es 
and many are employed. The remaining half 
are receiving vocational training at the _Na
tional Rehab111tation Institute. 

In May, renovation of an existing building 
was completed in Cantho in the Mekong 
Delta, and services in medical rehabiltation, 
prosthetics and orthotics were started. 

' SIMILAR PROGRAM 

Up in the north in Danang near the de
milltarized zone, a similar program was 
started in temporary quarters, and new con
struction was started on a modern 100-bed 
rehabilitation center. This center will open 
later next month. 

Last month in the four centers of the 
National Rehab111tation Institute, more than 
400 artificial limbs and braces were fabri
cated and fitted. It is expected that this w111 
double during . the next six montht3. 

There are 35,000 to 40,000 m1litary and 
civilian amputees in South Vietnam. Inter
estingly, each month a number of Vietcong 
amputees defect to obtain modern artificial 
limbs. 

In the meantime, the American Friends 
Service Committee, utilizing voluntary funds 
exclusively, has opened a major center with 
a full range of rehabilitation services in 
Quangngai, the . next major city north of 
Quinhon, halfway between Saigon and 
Hanoi. 

The Canadian Government is also plan
ning a major 100-bed rehabilitation center, 
which it wm construct, equip and partly 
staff at Quinhon, a major city on the east 
coast. This center should be in operation the 
Ia tter part of next year. 

The Government of West Germany has 
also conferred with Vietnamese officials con
cerning the possib111ty of the construction 
of a large, modem, vocational rehabilitation 
center for teaching trades to the perma
nently disabled. 

It is particularly encouraging that the 
Governments of Canada and West Germany 
have voluntarily offered to give major as
sistance to rehabilltation in South Vietnam. 

VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

Some vocational training for the physi
cally handicapped and blind is now being 
conducted at the National Rehab111tation In
stitute in Saigon and its branches in Cantho 
and Danang. Vocational training services are 
also planned for the proposed center in 
Quinhon to be sponsored by the Canadians. 

The medical and rehab111tation needs of 
South Vietnam still remain staggering. It is 
encouraging, however, that substantial prog
ress was made during 1967 by the Vietnamese 
themselves with the assistance of the United 
States, allied Governments and voluntary 
agencies, toward the objective. of "helping 
the Viet;namese to help themselves." 

These developments are concrete evidence 
of the deep concern for these victims of war, 
a.ccl.dlen•b:l a.nd disease. As this writer bias C!Om
mented previously, regardless of one's politi-

cal views toward the conflict in Vietnam, 
this is an effort that should be supported by 
all Americans. 

IS THE UNITED STATES HEADING 
FOR THE "DECLINE AND FALL" 
WHICH HAS BROUGHT DOWN 
OTHER ONCE GREAT NATIONS? 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, an ex-
tremely thoughtful and important dis
cussion, indeed, almost a classic, entitled 
"The United States and 'Responsibilities 
of Power'," written by the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, was published in the New York 
Times of January 27, 1968. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT is concerned about 
national trends which are carrying us 
far, far from our traditional policies and 
professions. He sounds a warning which 
should be taken seriously. I ask unani
mous consent that the article be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Jan. 27, 1968] 
TOPIC: THE UNITED STATES AND "RESPONSI-

Bn.ITIES OF POWER" 

(By J. W. FuLBRIGHT) 

In the vocabulary of power politics large 
nations are referred to as "powers," the as
sumption being that the truly important 
function of a nation 1s not the maintenance 
of law and order, nor the advancement of 
human welfare within its borders, but the 
exercise and expansion of power beyond lts 
frontiers-to which function all others are 
necessarily subordinate. 

To that school of political thinkers who 
call themselves "realists" it is irrelevant sen
timentalism to question the primacy of pow
er politics in terms of its costs, purposes 
and human rewards. There is--so they tell 
us--no choice involved. A great nation, it 
is said, devotes its major energies to the exer
cise of power because its own inner nature 
requires it to do so; to ask why is as use
ful as asking why donkeys bray or why cats 
eat mice instead of cabbage. 

Power politics is practiced under different 
names. The British called it the "white man's 
burden"; the French called it their "civiUz
ing mission"; nineteenth century Americans 
called it "manifest destiny." It is now be
ing called the "responsibilities of power." 
What a.ll ·1lhese ·terms have in oommon. 1s the 
assumption of involuntariness. "Realists" 
might call it a "law of politics": romantics 
might call it their "mission." Both regard it 
as something outside of rational choice. 

History appears to support them. Power
ful nations have always devoted their main 
part of their resources to building empires; 
only a few small nations, such as the Scandi
nav:la;n ooUllltries, have devoted their madn 
energies to human satisfactions, presumably 
for lack of any other choice. 

THE DECLINE OF EMPmES 

Just as the great empires expanded, in
evitably they began to contract, culminat
ing, as in the case of ancient Rome or the 
Austria of the Hapsburgs, in total disinte
gration, or, as in the case of Spain, in a long, 
gradual decline. No empire stood stronger 
and prouder than the British Empire a hun
dred years ago; today we are witnessing its 
sad, final sunset. 

Can America escape the same fate? Accept
ing the gloomy determinism of the "respon
sibiUties of power," in effect our present pol
icymakers tell us that it cannot. They do 
not, of course, predict our decline and fall, 
only the extension of power, the drain of 



January 29, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL 'RECORD- SENATE 1257 
material and human resources, and the ne
glect of domestic requirements that precede 
and precipitate the fall of empires. 

Our very success condemns us to spend 
the lives of our sons in distant jungles, and 
to waste our substance on the costly hor
rors of modern weapons and the glittering 
vanity of trips to the moon and supersonic 
airplanes. 

I do not think we are condemned to this. 
History and psychiatry and religion tell us 
that, for all our human susceptib111ties, we 
do have some choices. Experience suggests 
that we are well advised to join in collective 
measures-through the United Nations and 
our alliances-to prevent the arbitrary and 
unwarranted interference by one nation in 
the affa-irs of another. 

Beyond that we are free to use our vast 
resources for the enrichment of life, for the 
improvement and enjoyment of things, for 
the setting, if we will, of a civilized example 
to the world. 

Nations, like individuals, have some free
dom of choice, and America of all nations is 
equipped to exercise it. Our nation was 
created as an act of choice; our Constitution 
was designed to protect and perpetuate the 
right of our citizens to freedom of choice. 
Most of us are descended from people who 
came to America as an act of choice. Un
like any other great nation in history, we 
are a rich composite of cultures, united not 
by race or religion but by the choice made in 
becoming Americans. 

If ever a nation was free to break the cycle 
of empires, America is that nation. If we do 
not, it will not be because history assigned 
to us an imperial role. It wm be because we 
chose to believe such pompous nonsense, be
cause power went to our heads like a super
dose of LSD, leading us to betray our history 
and the purposes for which this nation was 
founded. 

WISDOM OF OUR YOUTH 

That, I suspect, is what the hue and cry 
are about. That is what the dissent and pro
tests are about. Our leaders speak of our 
stars, of the travail to which we are con
demned by the "responsibilities of power." 

But our youth are wiser than their elders: 
they know that our future will not be shaped 
by some nonexistent "law" of politics but by 
human choice or susceptib111ty. They see 
their country succumbing, sliding toward 
an imperial destiny, and they are crying out 
against it. They are crying out for America 
to return to its history and its promise, 
and in their crying out lies the hope that it 
will. 

COPPER STRIKE SITUATION 
WORSENS 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, last Fri
day the New York Times published edi
torial comment relating to the current 
crippling copper strike that has halted 
domestic copper production and idled 
60,000 copperworkers. 

Not often do I find myself on the same 
side of the editorial fence as the New 
York Times. In this instance they have 
raised some very pertinent questions and 
made important comments relevant to 
this issue. 

The Times is quite right in noting: 
The strike represents a massive test of 

strength in which all the resources are 
aligned behind a coalition of 26 international 
unions . . . The normal economic issues are 
secondary to the union's determination to 
establish bargaining on a company-wide 
basls, in place of the localized bargaining 
system that now prevails in copper. 

The editorial writer goes on to point 
out that the President has not chosen 
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to use the emergency provision of the 
Taft-Hartley Act. 

This means that the President, recog
nizing the stake union leaders have in 
grabbing this power for themselves, has 
willingly let the copperworkers be the 
pawns-the rank and file "cannon fod
der"-in a struggle between the com
panies and the unions. 

Secretary Trowbridge and Secretary 
Wirtz, in their joint release announcing 
the appointment of a special mediation 
board, made the strongest possible case 
for invoking Taft-HartLey. The same 
kind of activity that is supposedly going 
on now by the factftnding board would 
have been done had the President in
voked Taft-Hartley. 

As it is, the special board, which is 
heavily stacked in favor of the unions, 
talks on while the copper workers en
dure daily worsening hardships. They 
talk while the balance-of-payments prob
lem continues to suffer under the impact 
of copper imports. They talk while our 
Nation's war effort is imperiled, small 
businessmen go bankrupt and consumer 
prices soar for copper-related products. 

President Johnson's improvisation-

As the editorial poinU; out-
has the disadvantage of throwing the whole 
dispute into an industry-wide framework of 
settlement, thus automatically putting the 
unions well on their way to winning the 
central strike goal even before any recom
mendations a-re made. 

So we see that the President, far from 
taking the impartial stance he affects, 
has taken sides in the dispute and, ignor
ing the plight of copper wurkers, has 
chosen to back the big la:bor bosses in 
their push for power. 

Finally, the Times points out some
thing which I said on the Senate floor 
last week. The President has failed to 
fulfill his pledge to send legislation to 
Congress that will cope with strikes 
threatening the national interest with
out resorting to extemporaneous, extra
legal measures. 

So far as I can determine, the Presi
dent has no authority to appoint such 
a board now. He is acting partly on prec
edent and partly on politics. 

Two things are clear: 
First, the President does have the legal 

power to end the economie and physical 
hardships in the oopper strike. He did 
not use it. He must bear that responsibil
ity. 

Second, he has not fulfilled his 1966 
pledge to send emergency strike legisla
tion to Congress. The Nation has a right 
to know if, in holding up this legislation, 
he is serving the best interests -of the 
Nation, or of the union leaders with 
which he is so closely allied. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial entitled "Copper 
Strike Improvisation," published in the 
New York Times of January 26, 1968, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Jan. 26, 1968] 

CoPPER STRIKE IMPROVISION 

The Johnson Administration's appoint
ment of a special mediation board to seek a 

settlement of the six-month-old copper strike 
reflects the heavy damage that the strike has 
inflicted on the economies of five Western 
states and on the country's balance of pay
ments. lit alSiO reflects .the d..Iliadeqll!81Cy of Fed
eral labor laws in dealing with disputes in 
which the concentrated power of giant unions 
and giant corporations combines to endanger 
the national interest. 

The strike represents a massive test of 
strength in which all the resources of the 
A.F.L.-C.I.O. are aligned behind a coalition of 
26 international unions, while the National 
Association of Manufacturers and the United 
States Chamber of Commerce give equally 
resolute support to the "Big Four" copper 
companies. The normal economic issues are 
secondary to the unions' determination to 
establish bargaining on a company-wide 
basis, in place of the localized bargaining 
system that now prevails in copper. 

In intervening, the President has chosen 
not to get an eighty-day injunction under 
the national emergency provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley Act. That law would have re
stored domestic copper production but would 
not have provided an approach to settlement 
of the stubborn basic issue. The present re
course to White House improvisation has the 
disadvantage of throwing the whole dispute 
into an industry-wide framework of settle
ment, thus automatically putting the unions 
well on their way to winning the central 
strike goal even before any recommendations 
are made. 

The panel now has the difficult task of 
demonstrating that its appointment has not, 
in and of itself, stacked the deck against the 
companies on an issue of great importance to 
employers and unions in most major indus
tries. The President, for his part, has the 
obligation of acting at long last on the pledge 
he made in his 1966 State of the Union mes
sage to recommend emergency strike legisla
tion that would not compel him to extempo
rize under intense political pressure whenever 
a crippling strike throttles a key industry. 

NINE SENATORS' VIEWS ON 
VIETNAM 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 
views of nine U.S. Senators on what to 
do about our military involvement in 
Southeast Asia are set forth clearly in a 
question and answer symposium in the 
current, February 5, issue of U.S. News 
& World Report. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
presentation, entitled "Pull Out or Stay 
in Vietnam," giving the views of Senators 
FuLBRIGHT, HARTKE, McGOVERN, NELSON, 
MORSE, CLARK, CASE, McCARTHY, and 
GRUENING, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sympo
sium was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PULL OUT OR STAY IN VIETNAM-WHAT 
DEBATE Is ALL ABOUT 

(NoTE.-If the Senate's leading critics of 
President Johnson's Vietnam strategy had 
theirway-

(What would they change? are they united 
on an alternative policy? Do they have a 
formula for a quick, successful end of the 
fighting? 

(The editors of "U.S. News & World Report" 
submitted eight questions to those who 
have been most outspoken against the con
duct of the war, asking, in effect, "What 
would you do?" 

(On these pages are repUes of eight Sen
ators-seven Democrats and one Republlcan. 
Also, on page 31 is a statement prepared 
for this magazine by Senator J. W. Fulbright, 
the Democratic chairman of the Foreign Re
lations Oommittee.) 
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Question: Do you favor an end to the 

bombing of North Vietnam without prior 
conditions? 

Senator Eugene J. McCarthy (Dem.), of 
Minnesota: Yes. It has not achieved its ob· 
jectives, is of very limited value mi11tar1ly, 
is probably hardening Hanoi's &ttUude 
toward negotiation, is politically counter
productive for the U.S. before world opinion. 

Senator Joseph S. Clark (Dem.), of Penn
sylvania (interviewed while visi.ting South. 
Vietnam): I have seen nothing here in Viet
nam to change my view that an end to the 
bombing is a calcul·ated risk, which I per
sonally would be Willing to take in hope of 
g.etting negotiations-although I think it's 
quite true that it is a calculated risk if Hanoi 
were to use the pause drastically to reinforce 
their troops in South Vietnam. 

Senator Wayne Morse (Dem.), of Oregon: 
Yes. 

Senator Vance Hartke (Dem.), of Indiana: 
I think the Administration must order a. 
suspension of bombing of the North in 
order to prove its sinceri·ty in exploring ave
nues to possible peace negotiations. It must 
be remembered that this would not neces
sarily include tactical bombing that is in di
rect support of protecti.on of allied troops in 
enemy contact. 

Senator Ernest Gruening (Dem.), of 
Alaska: Yes, I favor an end to the bombing 
of North Vietnam, but I feel that this does 
not necessarily mean that our adversaries 
will come to the conference table. 

Senator George S. McGovern (Dem.), of 
South Dakota: The bombing has cost us more 
pilots, planes and resources than it is worth. 
It has failed to check the :flow of aid and 
manpower to the South and, in fact, may have 
triggered much greater Russian, Chinese and 
North Vietnamese effort. So I would end it. 
Also, stopping the bombing might bring 
Hanoi into negotiations to end the war. 

Senator Gaylord Nelson (Dem.), of Wis
consin: I think a suspension o! the bombing 
of North Vietnam without prior condLtions, 
in an effort to test the Willingness of the 
North to negotiate, is admittedly a gamble, 
but a risk worth taking in the hopes of 
bringing the war to a conclusion. 

Senator Clifford P. Case (Rep.), of New 
Jersey: It has been and remains my position 
that the war can only be won in South Viet
nam by the South Vietnrunese, and that the 
Administration has failed to get them to do 
the things only they can do. 

As for the bombing of North Vietnam, I 
have stated that it should be confined to 
targets directly associated with the infiltra
tion of men and supplies into South Vietnam. 

Whether negotiations of any kind are 
feasible at this time is a question I would 
not want to answer without a great deal 
more information than I have. I do feel, 
however, that the President should have wide 
discretion in dealing with this question. 

Accordingly, while this matter Ls under 
active review by the Administration, I feel 
it would be a mistake for me to give categori
cal answers to the questions you have put. 

Question: Would you be w1lling to talk 
while the fighting goes on? 

Senator McCarthy: Yes, although a cease
fire would, of course, be preferable. 

Senator Clark: I think we might have to, 
as we did in Korea. My view in this regard 
hasn't changed a bit since I have come to 
Vietnam. 

Senator Morse: Yes. 
Sena.tor Hartke: Yes. 
Senator Gruenlng: I think it would be 

highly undesirable to continue the fighting 
while the talks are going on, because any 
blowup in the fighting would almost cer
tainly disrupt the talks. The talking should 
be preceded by a cease-fire on both sides. 

Senator McGovern: If I were convinced 
that the talks were making progress, I would 
continue them. 

Senator Nelson: I think that peace nego
tiations at any time are worth the effort. 

Certainly a complete cessation of host111-
ties during negotiations would be the desired 
goal, but I do not think we should refuse 
any offer to negotiate simply because all of 
our preconditions are not met. 

Question: If casualties rise after a halt to 
bombing, would you accept those higher 
casualties? 

Senator McCarthy: I do not believe casual
ties would increase, particularly if combined 
with a reduction of offensive military action 
in the South. 

Senator Clark: It doesn't seem to me this 
is a realistic question. It's highly unlikely to 
me casualties would rise as a result of the 
kind of offensive operations by the North 
Vietnamese Regular Army which, as we make 
this interview, we're seeing in Khe Sanh. I 
don't think there is any connection between 
the increased casualties and the stopping of 
the bombing. ' 

Senator Morse: It is difficult to answer be
cause of the assumption of your question 
that higher casual ties would result from a 
halt in the bombing. We had a great increase 
in casualties after the bombing began, so just 
what the connection is between U.S. casual
ties and the bombing of the North seems en
tirely hypothetical. 

Senator Hartke: This question presupposes 
that tactical, as well as strategic, bombing 
would be suspended. 

Senator Gruening: Since I do not consider 
that the halt in bombing is necessarily going 
to lead to negotiations, and because I believe 
the bombing has been unproductive and has 
little relation to casualties, I think this ques
tion is unanswerable. The casualties may rise 
or rtlhey may decline, depend1ng on factors 
wholly unrelated to the halt in bombing. 

Senator McGovern: I think casualties 
would go down. We would certainly lose 
fewer pilots. 

Senator Nelson: I do not understand this 
question. We who opposed the escalation of 
the war from the outset, and who warned 
that the commitment of a larg~ land army 
would lead to heavy casualties, are not pre
pared to "accept casualties." It is the policy 
of constant escalation of the war which 'has 
forced us to accept casualties. 

Question: For how long would you talk 
before fixing a time limit for reaching an 
agreement? 

Senator McCarthy: When parties ,are seek
ing to negotiate-as distinct from one giv
ing the ot:Qer an ultimatum-! do not believe 
it is necessary or wise to set a time limit. 

Senator Clark: This is not my job. It is the 
job of the President of the United States, the 
Secretary of State, possibly his m111tary 
advisers. 

Senator Morse: I don't think it would be 
possible to fix any time limit. 

Senator Hartke: I think it is of greater 
urgency that talks be arranged than that 
we arbitrarily set a time limit in advance: 

Senator Gruening: It is obviously not prac
ticable to fix a time limit before reaching 
an agreement. The progress or lack of prog
ress of the talks would determine our action, 
but I would join Winston Churchill in his 
classic statement: "It is better to jaw, jaw, 
jaw than war, war, war." In other words, the 
longer the talks continue and the killing 
stops, th~ better. 

Senator McGovern: As long as progress 
were being made. 

Senator Nelson: Like any policy, an at
tempt to end the war through a negotiated 
settlement would have to be tried and then 
reassessed in view of the results, or lack of 
results. If it failed to end the war-as our 
present policy has failed-then we would 
have to try ' something else. 

Question: Do you favor a coalition govern
ment that would include Communists in 
South Vietnam? 

Senator McCarthy: I think it impossible 
to deny the National Liberation Front a sig
nificant role in the future of South Vietnam. 
Whether this comes about through a coali
tion, or some other type of government, is 
for the Vietnamese to determine. 

Senator Clark: Not if we can possibly avoid 
it. 

Senator Morse: I favor a coalition govern
ment that would include the National Lib
eration Front. That it would include Com
munists is again a. matter of a possib111ty that 
I would accept. 

Senator Hartke: Of course, I would not 
favor a coalition government including Com
munists in the South. But we might have 
to face the fact that a broad-based govern
ment in South Vietnam would inevitably in
clude Communists, since they do represent 
a substantial segment of people. 

Senator Gruening: Your question whether 
I favor Communists being included in a co
alition government is slightly loaded, be
cause it implies that a coalition government 
which would include the National Liberation 
Front would consist wholly or largely of 
Communists. 

It is my belief that while some or many 
of them may be Communists, there is, at 
least, as large, if not a larger element of 
non-Communist nationals in the National 
Liberation Front, which is the political arm 
of the VietCong. 

So this question should read-instead of 
Communists being included-"Would you 
favor National Liberation Front being in
cluded?" If, however, some of the National 
Liberation Front are Communists, they 
should not be excluded. 

Senator McGovern: I would prefer not to 
have Communists involved, but I would tol
erate their presence along with other groups 
if it would end the war. 

Senator Nelson: South Vietnam must de
velop a strong, native government which can 
win the support of the Vietnamese people. 
Personally, I would hope that such a govern
ment could be set up completely free of Com
munist influence. 

However, I cannot foretell the future. If 
the Vietnamese people elected some Com
munists in a free and open election, I would 
consider that regrettable but something 
which our Government was powerless to 
prevent. If we stand for free elections we 
must be willing to abide by the results. 

Question: If South Vietnam refuses to 
accept a coalition, would you insist upon 
one? 

Senator Mccarthy: I would insist that the 
present regime in Saigon broaden its own 
base by bringing in some of the civilian 
opposition elements who were denied a role 
in the Government even though they got 
two thirds of the vote in the last election. 
I would press Thieu and Ky to begin talks 
with the Front as a political force. Whether 
this would lead to a coalition would be a 
matter of negotiation among th.e Vietnam
ese themselves. 

Senator Clark: That again is a problem 
which, I think, should be determined, in the 
first instance, by the executive and not by 
the legislative branch. 

Senator Morse: Yes. 
Senator Hartke: The Thieu-Ky Govern

ment is entirely dependent for its stab111ty 
upon the m111tary presence of the United · 
States. Eventually, it w111 have to accept a 
coalition, if that is a condition of terminat
ing host111ties. 

Senator Gruening: It is absurd to per
petuate the myth that we must bow to the 
views of the South Vie·tnamese military 
leaders. South Vietnam's Government would 
not exist 24 hours without our massive 
mUitary or financial support. If the U.S. is 
convinced, as I am, that there will never be 
peace until all the elements in South Viet
nam are included in the future government, 
we should, in my judgment, insist on coa11-
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tion, with the alternative of pulling out 
unless the South Vietnamese officialdom 
agrees. 

Senator McGovern: Insofar as possible, we 
should not permit South Vietnam to dictate 
American policy. I see no way to end the 
war except by a coalition of all major groups. 

Senator Nelson: I do not think we should 
try to dictate the precise kind of government 
South Vietnam shoUld have--either ooa.Id.
tion or no coalition. I think we should in
sist on the establishment of a representa
tive South Vietnamese government. If in 
our Government's opinion the ruling South 
Vietnamese officials refuse to proceed in good 
faith to do that, then I think we should 
make clear to them that our military forces 
will not be available indefinitely to support 
a government which does not appear to have 
the confidence of the people. 

Question: In case there is no agreement, is 
it your feeling that the U.S. should pack up 
and come home? 

Senator McCarthy: It is my belief that 
negotiations are possible. I do not believe the 
maintenance of U.S. responsibi11ties in Asia 
requires the presence of American ground 
forces in South Vietnam. 

I think there should be a phased withdraw
al over a period of several years. 

Senator Clark: Never. Let me say that that 
question somewhat trritates me because 
there's not a single member of the United 
States Senate who has ever said that we 
should pack up and come home. This may 
have been a distortion. If ever there was a 
straw man set up to be knocked down, that 
question was this. 

Senator Morse: If there were no agreement, 
I feel that the U.S. should begin reducing its 
m111tary operations and invite the U.N. to 
take jurisdiction and settle the political sit
uation in South Vietnam in its own way. 
Moreover, the U.S. should make it clear in ad
vance that we would abide by any U.N. res
olution of the matter, even if such a resolu
tion by the U.N. calls for withdrawal of 
American miUtary forces. 

It was just such an agreement as applied 
to French forces in 1954 that we have upset, 
and I do not think there ever wlll be any 
stabiUty in the region once known as Indo
China until all foreign milltary forces are 
out. 

Senator Hartke: I have never advocated 
that the United States should "pack up and 
come home," if there is no immediate peace 
agreement. Assuming that no such agreement 
is reached in the short-term future, I do ad
vocate that the United States avoid a wider 
war, especially through penetration of in
ternational boundaries. 

Senator Groening: If no agreement can 
be reached after oonscienrtious rami sincere ef
fort, it is high time that the United States 
stop sacrificing the flower of our youth, the 
steadily mounting cos·ts in blood and treas
ure, the resulting erosion of our domestic 
programs, and our country's steadily increas
ing submergence in the South Asian quag
mire. 

Senator McGovern: No. 
Senator Nelson: In answer to this question 

and the next, and the rest of the issues raised 
in your questionnaire, I would suggest that 
at this time we should test a cessation of the 
bombing. We have accomplished what we 
said we came there to accomplish. We should 
now begin an orderly transfer of respon
sib111ty to the South Vietnamese. In a care
fully planned program, they should be 
phased into responsibility for taking over the 
search-and-destroy missions, reconstruction 
of the v1llages, and maintenance and defense 
of the major points of contact such as the 
Demllitarized Zone. 

If they cannot within a reasonable time 
assume this responsibility, they cannot hold 
Vietnam after we leave in any event. I would 
also suggest that we propose mutual with-

drawal, district by district, and allow interna
tional supervision of elections in each of 
those districts where it could be arranged. 

Question: What is your solution in Viet
nam? 

(Senator McCarthy referred to his answer 
to the previous question.) 

(Senator Clark did not have an oppor
tunity to answer, as his plane was leaving.) 

(Senator Morse referred to his answer to 
the previous question.) 

Senator Hartke: Central to any "solution" 
in Vietnam is the necessity for the Saigon 
Government to shoulder greater responsibil
ity in the ground war and in the pacification 
efforts. Pacification has little chan'ce of suc
cess unless and until the Thieu-Ky Gov
ernment makes significant progress in land 
reform for the peasants and ending cor
ruption in both the military and civilian 
government apparatus. In any event, I favor 
United States armed forces maintaining vi
able defense perimeters, and thus decelerat
ing the war, while the ARVN (Army of the 
Republic of Vietnam] is retrained and re
grouped to take over from allied forces the 
task of defense of its own country and in
vading forces. 

Senator Gruening: My solution is to begin 
by doing two things which we have never 
done: 

( 1) Agree to negotiate with the people who 
are doing the fighting, namely the National 
Liberation Front or Viet Cong as our prin
cipal adversaries, and not that they may 
possibly be included as a minor adjunct to 
a North Vietnamese delegation. The U.S. po
sition hitherto is based on U.S. desire to per
petuate the myth that we are fighting ag
gression from the North. As I am convinced 
this has always been a civil war into which, 
belatedly and after violation by the U.S. of 
our treaty agreements, the North Vietnam
ese, by infiltration, came to the assistance of 
their Vietnamese brothers in the South, we 
should change our policy and face real
istically that the Viet Cong are our chief 
adversaries. 

(2) I would stop the double talk by which 
we say we wm go back to the Geneva Agree
ments and, at the same time, insist on an 
independent South Vietnam. Those two 
propositions are contradictory and incom
patible. The Geneva Agreements provide for 
a united Vietnam-North and South-with 
nationwide elections. If we are returning to 
the Geneva Agreements, we cannot insist on 
an independent South Vietnam. 

Having made these departures from pre
vious policy, we should announce that, as 
soon as negotiations start, we will set a 
schedule for a gradual phase-out of our 
troops as soon as a stable government for 
the whole country is established. 

Senator McGovern: I advocate a cessation 
of the bombing of North Vietnam, a reduc
tion of mmtary action and bloodshed in the 
South, notification to Saigon that now that 
they have elected their own Government 
we expect them gradually to take on the 
major burden of their own affairs, thus per
mitting a systematic phase-out of American 
troops. 

A u.s. OFFER-AND HANOI'S REPLY 

L. B. J .'S "SAN ANTONIO FORMULA" 

U.S. conditions for a bombing pause, laid 
down by President Johns·on at San Antonio 
last September 29, and repeated several 
times-most recently in his state-of-the
union message on January 17: 

"The United States is willing to stop all 
aerial and naval bombardment of North Viet
nam when this w1ll lead promptly to produc
tive discussions. 

"We, of course, assume that while discus
sions proceed, North Vietnam would not take 
advantage of the bombing cessation or lim
itation." 

HO CHI MINH'S ANSWER 

From the official North Vietnamese Com
munist Party newspaper "Nhan Dan" of Jan. 
21, 1968: 

"The so-called San Antonio formula is but 
a habitual trick of the U.S .... The U.S. has 
no right to put any condition to the Viet
namese people. Neither has it the right to 
ask 'reciprocity.'" 

In other statements, Hanoi has spelled out 
its own conditions for a truce: A U.S. bomb
ing pause must be unconditional, and not 
coupled with any threat that bombing will be 
resumed. Once bombing stops and a meeting 
is arranged, emissaries would then discuss an 
"agenda" for truce talks. Fighting would 
continue in South Vietnam. Infiltration of 
the South would continue. Both fighting and 
infiltration might gradually be reduced if the 
talks offered prospect of success. 

Hanoi's over-all aim is unchanged: total 
withdrawal of the U.S. from Vietnam. 

FuLBRIGHT'S SOLUTION: "HONORABLE 
CoMPROMISE" 

Chairman J. W. Fulbright of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee did not wish 
to reply to specific questions asked of him 
by "U.S. News & World Report." Instead, he 
prepared for the magazine a fresh statement 
of his position. From that statement: 

I propose that we seek to negotiate an 
honorable compromise, not a total victory 
and certainly not a surrender, and that we 
seek to neutralize Vietnam by a general 
agreement among all powers involved in 
Southeast Asia, not by our withdrawal. 

I have suggested an illustrative program 
for the realization of these objectives. It is 
not really an "alternative" of the kind asked 
for by the Administration, which is only wm
ing to consider alternate ways of getting our 
adversaries to surrender. It is rather one pos
sible course of action that might be followed 
once the more crt tical decision were made 
that our interests require a compromise po
litical settlement rather than a total military 
victory. The program calls for the following: 

First, that the South Vietnamese Govern
ment seek peace negotiations with the Viet 
Cong. 

Second, that the United States and south 
Vietnam together propose negotiations for a 
cease-fire with the Viet Cong and the North 
Vietnamese Government. 

Third, that the United States terminate its 
bombing of North Vietnam and add no addi
tional forces in South Vietnam. 

Fourth, that the United States pledge even
tual removal of its military forces from 
Vietnam. 

Fifth, that negotiations among the bel
ligerents-which North Vietnam says it is 
now ready to enter if the United States wm 
stop the bombing-should be directed toward 
a cease-fire and plans for self-determination 
in South Vietnam. 

Sixtb, that an international conference of 
all interested powers be convened to guaran
tee the arrangements made by the belliger
ents and to consider a future, internationally 
supervised referendum on the reunification 
of North and South Vietnam. 

Seventh, that the international conference 
act to neutralize South Vietnam and nego
tiate a multilateral agreement for the general 
neutralization of Southeast Asia. 

More recently, I have joined with 58 other 
Senators in sponsoring a resolution calling 
upon the President to make renewed efforts 
to bring the Vietnamese war before the 
United Nations. The U.N., in my opinion, has 
not only the right but the duty under its 
Charter to act to restore peace in Southeast 
Asia. A logical course of U.N.-sponsored ac
tion might consist of an immediate cease
fire, followed by a reconvening of the Geneva 
Conference on Vietnam to restore and revise 
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the agreements of 1954, which both sides 
have said would be an acceptable basis of 
peace. 

As long as the fighting continues, we must 
give our troops in Vietnam all-out moral and 
material support. We must supply our sol
diers with all the m11itary equipment they 
need as long as they are fighting in Vietnam, 
and I have consistently voted to this effect 
in the Senate. I also believe that we should 
carry out a program such as the one which I 
have outlined, or any other reasonable course 
of action which might lead to an honorable 
political settlement, so as to be able to end 
the tragic loss of lives and bring our soldiers 
back to their homes and families. 

The absolute obligation to support our 
fighting men, however, cannot be interpreted 
as an obligation to support the mistaken 
policies which committed them to this tragic 
and unnecessary war. 

GERMAN REUNIFICATION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on December 
15 I spoke in the Senate on the sUJbject 
of German r .eunifioation. I commented 
on .the "imaginative and adroit change in 
foreign policy emphasis initiated by 
Chancellor Kiesinger and Foreign Min
ister Brandt on :the part of the Federal 
R;epublic," manifested by the West Ger
man Government's recent steps aimed at 
updating its policy vis-a-vis East Ger
many and the rest of Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Robert Kleiman, a member of the 
editorial board of the New York Times, 
and a well-known authority on European 
affairs, recently commented on the Ge·r
man Government's "Opening to the 
East" in a most perceptive article. I ask 
unanimous consent that the full text of 
Mr. Kleiman's article, entitled "Move
ment on Bonn's 'Opening to the East'," 
which appeared in the January 1 issue of 
the New York Times, be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Mr. Kleiman 
began by listing some of the most recent 
communications the West German Gov
ernment has had with the Soviet Gov
ernment. He noted that there have also 
been semiofficial studies in West Ger
many of such possible steps as a. German 
Common M~arket--embracing both East 
and West Germany-and a confedera
tion between the two Germans. After 
observing that the public opinion polls 
in West Germany show that a majority 
of West Germans believe that recog
nition of East Germany is ultimately in
evitable and that many would settle for 
free movement between the two German 
st·ates, he a:sked two most pertinent ques
tions: whether making the division of 
Germany more bearable will mean that 
the division wm ever be ended; and 
whether detente wtll advance the re
unification of Germany or freeze its 
division. 

Because these are intriguing questions, 
and because they are raised in such a 
perceptive way by Mr. Kleiman, I believe 
the article will be of benefit to Senators 
and others who are interested in this 
most important problem. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 1, 1968] 
MOVEMENT ON BONN'S "OPENING TO THE EAST" 

(By Robert Kleiman) 
The imaginative "opening to the East" 

initiated a year ago by West Germany's new 
Grand Coalition government is beginning to 
elicit signs of Soviet interest, reviving some 
hope of progress in 1968 toward an East-West 
settlement in Europe. 

Publicly, Moscow continues its propaganda 
against German "revanchists" and neo
Nazis. But in private diplomatic exchanges, 
a significant new signal has been :flashed. 

On Nov. 21, Soviet Ambassador Tsarapktn 
read Foreign Minister Brandt a lengthy aide
memoire, replying to Bonn's confidential pro
posal in July to discuss-as one of ''Fourteen 
Points" aimed at detente-an exchange of 
declarations with the Warsaw Pact countries 
renouncing force. 

Mr. Tsarapkin's surprise answer was "yes." 
The Soviet Union agreed to "exploratory 
talks"-at a time when East Germany's 
Ulbricht regime had rejected a dialogue with 
Bonn and had frantically prevailed upon the 
rest of East Europe, except Yugoslavia, not 
to follow Rumania into diplomatic relations 
with West Germany. 

The Soviet move, which could rescue 
Bonn's stalled Eastem effort--now increas
ingly criticized by conservatives in Chancel
lor Kiesinger's Christian Democratic party
responds to a profound change in West Ger
many. The old policy of "reunification first, 
the detente" has been reversed, as Brandt's 
Socialists long have urged. The view now is 
that partition can only be ended, if at all, 
after a long period of detente has reduced 
the significance of all borders in Europe. Re
nunciation of the use of force to alter fron
tiers or to achileve reunifiootlon is seen as a 
key step in this process. 

Moscow's long-term objective is not simply 
detente, of course, but stab111zation of the 
status quo through recognition of East Ger
many, which means acceptance of Ger
many's partition. 

BRANDT'S PROPOSAL 

To avoid recognition, the original Brandt 
proposal suggested an exchange of declara
tions between West Germany and the War
saw Pact as a group. But Rumania reportedly 
objected, followed by East Germany. In Oct. 
12, Mr. Tsarapkin asked whether Bonn would 
exchange separate declarations with each of 
the Warsaw Pact countries, including East 
Germany. "I'm ready to discuss anything," 
Mr. Brandt said. "But it is politically im
possible for any Bonn government to recog
niz.e the East German regime." 

The Grand Coalition's most adventurous 
departure from past policy has seen Chan
cellor Kiesinger exchange informal letters 
with East German Premier Staph in a futile 
effort to improve contacts. This precedent, 
however, did not inspire the Tsarapkin aid.e
memoire, which proposed not informal ex
changes of letters renouncing force but bind
ing international agreements-with the one 
between West and East Germany "in the 
same form" as those with East Europe's sov
ereign states. Nevertheless, Mr. Brandt im
mediately commented: "I see nothing in 
what you have said that would require us to 
recognize East Germany." 

Ambassador Tsarapkin's silence may have 
indicated acquiescence, which was Brandt's 
interpretation, or simply amazement. But by 
the next day, Soviet diplomats were affirm
ing vigorously that recognition of East Ger
many was not being asked. Is this a dis
tinction without a difference? There is 
clearly a Soviet divergence with East Berlin, 
which rejects all overtures unless preceded 
by full recognition. 

Soviet diplomats say privately tbrut a re
nunciation-of-force agreement by itself 
could lead not only to "normal" Soviet-West 

German relations but to "good relations, 
even cooperation." They say "cooperation" 
could bring talks on "security," presumably 
the reciprocal troop reductions proposed in 
Brandt's "Fourteen Points"-a sharp de
parture from Bonn's past policy. 

EFFORTS AT STABILIZATION 

The stakes are high. While Moscow is pre
pared to be less rigid than the East German 
regime, it nevertheless does want to stab111ze 
the status quo. The detente that Bonn now 
seeks also requires a stab111zation-but a 
provisional one, open to ultimate German 
reunion. 

Can this partial conjunction of aims bring 
"first steps" toward agreement? There is not 
only talk but scholarly and semi-offi.cial study 
in West Germany of such initial steps as a 
German Common Market or, as once urged 
by the Communist Bloc-and now rejected 
by East Germany, but not by the Soviet 
Union-a confederation between the two 
Germanys. 

Herbert Wehner, Socialist Minister of All
German Affairs and architect of Bonn's 
Eastern policy, once said that recognition 
of even a Communist East Germany could be 
re-examined if it achieved as much internal 
liberalization and external independence as 
Yugoslavia. Polls show a majority of West 
Germans believe that recognition of East 
Germany ultimately will be unavoidable; 
many would settle for free movement be
tween the two German states. 

Some believe that introducing the seeds 
of freedom in East Germany would soon 
destroy Communism there. West German 
editor Theo Sommer argues the aim of West 
German policy should be "to end the divi
sion of Germany--or make it bearable." Yet 
if it becomes bearable, w111it ever be ended? 

No one can be sure whether detente will 
advance the reunification of Germany rather 
than freeze its division. The Grand Coali
tion, controlling 90 per cent of the seats in 
the Bundestag, permits the Kiesinger
Brandt Government to take the risk. The So
viet Union, for the first time, now seems 
tempted to do the same. 

PEOPLE PROBLEMS 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, a new era 
of legislation has come upon us in recent 
years and months. More and more Sen
ators, observing the immense and com
plex productivity of our private enter
prise system, have begun to realize that 
government in and of itself is entirely 
inadequate to meet the social and ethical 
responsibilities of today. They have 
begun to suggest alternative proposals, 
most of which involve some sort of "part
nership" between business and govern
ment. 

I find myself somewhat wary of the 
"partnership" approach because it bears 
some resemblance to the "partnership" 
that might exist between the Iamb and 
the lion. 

However, a publication of the Cham
ber of Commerce of the United States, 
entitled "Private Enterprise and Public 
Needs," casts some much needed illumi
nation on this area. 

Mr. Michael Michaelis, a leading in
dustrial consultant and former White 
House adviser, has contributed some en
lightening remarks on this subject and 
particularly calls attention to the fact 
that some of our present laws may need 
reviewing because they constitute ob
stacles preventing industry from apply-
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ing modern technical knowledge in help
ing solve urgent social problems. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
remarks as taken from the National 
Chamber's program, "What's the Issue," 
on the Mutual Network September 14, 
1967, be plinted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PRIVATE ENTERPRISE AND PuBLIC NEEDS 
ANNoUNCER. The Mutual Broadcasting Sys

tem, in cooperation with the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States, presents 
"What's The Issue," a discussion of the 
choices facing free Americans. 

Your host today is the Executive Vice 
President of the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States, Arch N. Booth. 

Mr. BooTH. Americans are increasingly 
concerned about the environment in which 
we live. Clogged highways, polluted rivers 
and streams, congested schools, slums, and 
decaying city centers have long been among 
the critical problems plaguing practically 
every community across the land. 

How can we revitalize our cities and how 
can we improve the quality of life for all 
of our citizens? These are important ques
tions facing government and business lead
ers. Oan we make better use of all available 
resources, and particularly technical know
how? Can private industry's managerial skills 
use advanced know-how to help solve some 
of America's urgent social problems? 

Recent events point to an encouraging 
sign of hope in the successful application of 
technical knowledge to such problems as 
school construction, slum rehabilitation, pol
lution control, and new city development. 

Among the techniques being used with 
success in some areas is the much talked 
about, but little understood, "systems en
gineering" approach. We w1ll hear more 
about this from today's guest. 

Because of the emerging interest of the 
private U.S. business community in solving 
public problems, we are pleased today to have 
as our guest a man whose company pioneers 
new concepts in improving the quality of 
life and thus helps to bring about significant 
improvements in the services rendered by 
business and government. He is Michael 
Michaelis, manager of the Washington office 
of Arthur D. Little, Inc., the well-known 
research and consulting organization of Cam
bridge, Massachusetts. 

Mr. Michaelis was formerly a Whi·te House 
adviser to the late President John F. Ken
nedy. He currently serves as a member of 
the National Chamber's Council on Trends 
and Perspective. 

To interview Mr. Michaelis today, here is 
George J. Pantos, Director of the Council 
on Trends and Perspective, the National 
Chamber's long-range planning group. 

Mr. PANTos. To start our program, Mr. 
Michaelis, Does American industry possess 
the technical knowledge to help solve some 
of the urgent social problems facing Amer
ica's cities? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. Yes, American firms do 
possess the technical knowledge, that is to 
say, they either have it now or know how 
to get it. Indeed a major change has occurred 
in the last 20 years. We were then more con
cerned, as scientists and technologists, with 
generating new knowledge through research 
and development to meet perceived needs 
of society. Today we can say that technical 
knowledge has become available to a vastly 
greater extent than it has been applied to 
the solution of urgent problems. In short, 
technology is no longer the barrier to prog
ress. We can almost supply it to order as 
needed. 

OBSTACLES TO INNOVATION 
Mr. PANTos. Then, if we possess the know

how, what are some of the main obstacles 
• 

in the way of innovation and change which 
would alleviate the problems of our cities 
and help improve the quality of life for 
everyone? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. The process of applying 
technical knowledge to the solution of spe
cific social problems requires imaginative 
and daring action on the part of leaders in 
business, government and labor. One of the 
resources we lack is not technical knowl
edge but an institutional capability and 
commitment to apply this knowledge. This 
lack is one of the main obstacles in the way 
of innovation and change whfch would help 
improve the quality of life. 

BltSically, what we are up against is what 
I have called a "people" problem. Among 
those who could command the power of 
modern technology in the service of the 
community, we find many whose aspirations 
and fears, whose often defensively narrow 
self-interest, in short--whose attitudes
make it difficult for their institutions to 
embrace radically new concepts born out of 
new technical knowledge. It has always been 
thus, and this was no serious obstacle in 
times when the rate of social change was 
slower than it is today. It is not adequate 
now when communal pressures of all kinds 
are increasing at an even faster rate. 

The population of our country is pres
ently doubling every 50 years, growing afiiu
ence contrasts with persistent large pockets 
of poverty, international leadership and re
lated obligations-in Vietnam as elsewhere
are making ever-increasing demands on our 
resources. Though I have noted that tech
nical knowledge is also growing at an ever 
faster rate, we cannot escape the fact that 
it still takes about 25 years, as it did in the 
early part of the century, to bring major 
technical innovation into full use. This is 
clearly not good enough. We must solve the 
dilemma in which we find the creeping ma
chinery of our industry, government and 
labor holding back the potential solutions 
that advanced technology can offer for the 
ever-growing needs of our people. 

To be sure, marginal improvements are 
coming along all the time, but these are not 
sufficient to meet requirements ... for in
stance . . . the requirement of building a 
second United States in the next 33 years, 
while at the same time rebuilding half of our 
present structures, in order to provide the 
living environment for 300 million Americans 
by the year 2000. So, to repeat, the main 
obstacle to innovation and change which 
would help to improve the quality of life is 
not the lack of technical knowledge but is, 
in the main, the institutional obstacles, that 
is to say, human attitudes. 

OUTMODED KNOWLEDGE-A BARRIER 
Mr. PANTos. Why do these obstacles exist 

and why cannot community leaders override 
these "barriers" to bring about the desired 
changes which would benefit all citizens in 
their areas? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. These obstacles exist largely 
because of outmoded wisdoms gathered in 
the past and often no longer relevant to the 
present. We all have an innate fear of drastic 
change ... change, that is to say, in our 
work and in our habits of living. It is hard 
to sense that the benefits of change may 
often outweigh the costs. For instance, it is 
puzzling to observe that the construction 
industry-both management and labor-still 
seems to treat every job as though it were 
the last, in spite of the unprecedented con
struction boom that can be foreseen. I do 
not mean to single out this industry as 
peculiar in this respect. Its attitudes are 
paralleled in many other sectors of industry, 
and it is an attitude which makes for main
taining the status quo with all its outmoded 
methodologies. 

In such a situation it becomes imperative 
to project the potential benefits and costs of 
major innovations and to plan forward in 
such a manner as to assure that benefits will 

outweigh costs in bringing new technology 
into use. Community leaders are frequently 
hampered in such planning efforts because of 
the apparently forbidding complexity of 
modern technology and their attendant and 
equally complex impacts on society. Their 
problem is one of not being able to see the 
forest for the trees. 

Specialists of all kinds are available to 
work for and advise the community leaders. 
But each may propose new developments 1n 
his own field of specialization without ade
quate understanding of its relationship to 
the whole. The result is all too often one of 
piecemeal innovation which may leave un
touched the basic issues of tackling the 
problem. Indeed, we often find that any 
single such piecemeal innovation may itself 
create problems of greater magnitude than 
the one that it set out to solve. Clearly, the 
costs in such case outweigh the benefits. In 
short, therefore, we see a great need for treat
ing social and urban problems as a whole
in a "system" to use modern language. 

THE "SYSTEMS APPROACH" 
Mr. PANTos. Much has been said about a 

"systems approach" to public problem solv
ing. Your company and others today are 
utilizing a variety of techniques, including 
systems analysis, to solve problems. Does this 
mean computers, engineers and all that, or is 
it really a system of organizing things? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. The systems approach to 
problem solving has indeed become a catch
word for many concepts. By no means all of 
them are new. Each one of us has practiced 
the systems approach during his lifetime, as 
have our parents and grandparents. We treat 
our family as a system, relating the aspira
tions and needs of each member to the whole, 
and deploying our financial and human re
sources so as to benefit the whole family as 
much as any of its members. We extend this 
philosophy to our community, our churches 
our PTA's, but we stop when it gets much 
further than that because the issues be
come too complex and the many factors that 
have to be taken into account present us 
with more information than we can handle 
as individuals. 

What is new about the systems approach 
is the fact that powerful new tools-such as 
computers-and related logic and mathe
matical techniques have been perfected in 
the last 20 years, which now make it possible 
to handle very large masses of information in 
a very short time. By handling information, 
I mean that the computer can be program
med to demonstrate on paper what the con
sequences of alternate actions would be and 
how any one of thousands of different factors 
would be affected if a major change is made 
in any one of them. It therefore becomes pos
sible for industry, government and labor to 
avail themselves of this technique in order to 
understand better the potential consequences 
of action in a large and complex system and, 
for that matter, action on a large scale. In 
essence, the systems approach involves a. 
number of successive steps: 

1. We must understand the objectives of 
the desired system-say for providing low
cost housing-in the context of its working 
environment, that is, the context of the in
dustry structure that can provide such hous
ing, the financial market for mortgaging, the 
constraints that labor skills may place upon 
it, and the potentials that new technology 
may offer-to name only the most obvious. 

2. Next, we must state the interrelation
ships between the objectives and the vari
ables of the system, some of which I have 
just enumerated, which are chosen for 
analysis. By so stating the interrelations, we 
construct what is called a model of the sys
tem. 

3. We must quantify-that is to say, ex
press in numerical terms, dollars and cents 
if you like-the functional relationships be
tween the different parts of the model and 
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the results thait the system can achieve. 
These results are often described as "the 
benefits." 

4. Similarly, we must quantify the func
tional relationships between the elements of 
the models and all the inputs or resources 
that we need to build such a system. These 
inputs or resources are often called "the 
costs." 

5. By combining the two foregoing steps, 
we can determine the input-output, or we 
might better call it the cost-benefit relation
ships, which govern the particular model 
which we are analyzing. 

6. Finally, we can determine from the cost
benefit relationships that choice of all pos
sibilities that produces the most desired re
sult, that is to say, we can choose that op
tion which provides--on balance--the great
est benefits for the least costs. 

The systems method is not to be confused, 
per se, with definitive planning. That is to 
say, it does not usurp the prerogatives of 
democratic decision-making as we have 
known it and practiced it throughout our 
history. It does, however, provide a most 
powerful tool for decision-makers. Provided 
that this tool is used in concert by those 
power groups in our society whose leaders 
have the responsibility of deploying the na
tion's resources, one can confidently expect 
that the individual or institutional decisions 
will reflect more enlightened self-interest, 
more imagination and daring, and more 
understanding of each others needs and 
opportunities. 

We must guard against the notion that 
the systems approach can help us predict 
where science and technology can take us in 
the future. The life of science and tech
nology is change: that is to say, the dis
covery or invention of the new and its ex
ploitation. The crisis of today is the difficulty 
that business, governmental and social in
stitutions have in catching up with the 
present and adapting themselves to the 
scarcely predictable changes that technology 
will offer continually. What we need is flexi
bility, not a cast iron plan. In this context, 
the systems approach can help us under
stand our options for the future and can 
help us answer the most pertinent ques
tions. The insight it provides into the inter
relationship between parts of a whole can 
often lead to unexpected discoveries about 
objectives and values, relationships, facts, or 
myths of outmoded wisdom. This oppor
tunity for new discoveries is one of the most 
fascinating and valuable assets of the sys
tems approach, as I see it. 
THE CALIFORNIA SCHOOL PROJECT--A SUCCESS 

STORY 
Mr. PANTOS. Could you cite briefly any 

"success stories" where business, govern
ment and labor, working in partnership with 
professional technici-ans, have been able to 
overcome the obstacles and show results 
through the systems approach? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. One such success story is 
the School Construction Systems Develop
ment PToject in California begun in 1961 
with support from the Ford Foundation. The 
need for it became apparent in the gap be
tween the increasingly complex, constantly 
changing demands being made on our 
schools, and the ab111ty of traditional build
ing practices and products to meet them. 
New teaching methods and equipment call 
for new ways of arranging new types of con
structional space. 

Changes in curricula, teaching techniques, 
organization, and grouping of students and 
staff, require corresponding changes in build
ings. And change is beginning to be recog
nized by education as a continuing part of 
the educational scene. Up-grading educa
tional standards point to an up-graded en
vironment. At the same time, the student 
population grows and shifts, while budget 
:remains tight. In short, we are asking for 

more variety, greater fiexib111ty, higher 
quality and lower costs-a combination the 
school house can seldom provide. 

Collectively, schools form a building mar
ket second only to housing; but because they 
are built one at a time, scllool houses do 
not offer the manufacturer enough volume to 
spur product development to meet new edu
cational requirements. As a result, school 
architects have had to select from products 
which are developed independently, often for 
other building types and, therefore, do not 
fit perfectly either the school's physical 
needs, its budget, or one another. 

The School Oonstruction Systems Develop
ment Project, recognizing this impasse, has 
attempted successfully to ( 1) develop new 
structures and components designed specifi
cally for schools; (2) encourage manufac
tw:-ers to work together so .that ·their products 
would oonstltute a system for educational 
space; (3) guarantee a sufficiently large mar
ket for the products, or find a satisfactory 
way to bring products, producers and pur
chasers together. 

Under California law, 22 schools in 13 dis
tricts joined together with an estimated 
school bUilding volume of $30 million. This 
was adequate to interest manufacturer~;~ in 
developing new products to meet educational 
requirements. This creation of a market was 
an essential first step in spurring the initia
tive of private industry into seeking new 
solutions for school problems. User reqUire
ments for the desired school buildings 
pointed to needs in four component systems: 
the structural system, the ce111ng-lighting 
system, the air-conditioning system, and the 
movable and operable partitions. 

In each of these component systems, the 
School Construction Systems Development 
Project innovated by developing performance 
criteria: that is to say, statements which in
dicated what the systems must do rather 
than materials and d.esign specifications. 
With an adequate market assurance and per
fonnance criteria in hand-both dev·eloped 
by the users with the gUidance of profes
sional assistance--the project was then in a 
position to go out for bid to industry and 
to attract large firms with large technical 
capab1lity who would not have been attracted 
to the market offered by individual schools 
with traditional design specifications. 

While work with industry was go~ng on, 
successful efforts were also made to bring 
school superintendents, local political lead
ers and, perhaps most important, union lead
ers in.to the development process. An effort 
was thus made to antiol.pa.te the various so
eta! and institutional obstacles to change and 
to involve actively those who might other
wise uphold these obstacles. This involve
ment Oif all the proponents and opponents to 
change--in an envirorunent gUided by pro
fessionals skilled in the systems approach 
and aware of advanced technical knowl
edge--was perhaps the most important in
novation of the project. 

It provided a forum for rational discussion 
and for mutual enlightenment. It provided 
recognition that adherence to outmoded wis
doms might even go against self-interest 
which had traditionally been the source for 
upholding the status quo. It provided a.n en
vironment in which commitment to innova
tion and change became the order of the day 
and in which all participants became act.ive 
agents for change and improvement. As far 
as demonstrated advances are concerned, I 
might only mention that the four component 
systems were improved to the point that 
their cost per square foot installed added up 
to $6.85, as compared to about $8.40 for the 
same elements in a group of conventional 
California secondary schools recently bid. 
This left $1.50 per square foot to buy addi
tional features that otherwise could not have 
been provicled within the State-aid budget. 

But the most important contribution to 
the qua.Uty of the schools which will use the 

new components is the fact that they all fit 
into a system of fiexibility-built-in movable 
partitions will not be undercut by the de
mands of air-conditioning, or sabotaged by 
the structure. Manufacturers were forced by 
the nature of the project to work together in 
teams to integrate their products for the 
benefit of the whole. As a result, the air
conditioning system, for instance, came in at 
just under $3¥2 million within a structural 
system that made easy provision for it. This 
compared with over $6 million with one that 
did not make provision for an air-condition
ing system in a recent conventional school 
building. 

I mention this example at such length be
cause it illustrates some of the key features 
of a system approach to public sector prob
lems: 

1. Through the consortium of school sys
tems, markets were created large enough to 
spur technological innovation. 

2. The object of development was the 
whole system-the school and all its func
tions-not just a part or component. 

3. In the course of development, the sys
tem was divided into interconnected sub
systems. 

4. Performance criteria were developed for 
these sub-systems. 

5. A process was set in motion which led 
to the making of a variety of alternative in
ventions meeting these performance criteria, 
and cost-benefit analyses were made to select 
the best among these alternatives. 

6. The whole building process, including 
its social and political problems, was taken 
as the subject of development and an at
tempt was made to design that process. 
HOUSING, POLLUTION CONTROL, TRANSPORTATION 

AND OTHER SOCIAL PROBLEMS 
Mr. PANTos. Do you think the techniques 

used in the California school construction 
story you have cited would be applicable to 
similar problems in other localities? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. Inasmuch as the California 
Sohooi Construation. System Development 
Project was an experiment in the true sense 
of the word, I believe that the techniques 
used there are applicable to experiments in 
solving other public problems. An example 
is the field of housing, particularly low-cost 
housing. In the last ten years, many com
panies have attempted to take a fresh ap
proach to housing and have invested many 
millions of dollars. Most of them have had 
to drop their efforts. They discovered that 
traditional components-for instance cast 
iron pipe and 2x4's-tend to be locked into 
place (a) by specification-based standards 
and an institutional structure for establish
ing the standards, which is largely controlled 
by traditional firms and is highly resistant 
to change; (b) by building codes based on 
specification-based standards; and (c) rein
forced by labor practices tied to current 
products. Moreover, they disrovered that 
even if it were possible to work their way 
into one municipality, each such municipal
ity tended to function more or less inde
pendently of all the others. The total cost of 
cracking the market of these thousands of 
separate entities-overcoming specifications, 
code, labor practice, and the institutional 
environment surrounding each of these-
was far greater than any profit they could 
hope to realize, within a reasonable time, 
from their investment. 

Roughly, similar situations exist in such 
fields as water resources management, pollu
tion control, education, transportation, and 
other areas of public concern. In each of 
these areas, because of the social and insti
tutional reinforcements of existing prod
ucts-of outmoded wisdoms, if you will-it is 
generally only feasible to engage in research 
and improvement on a product-by-product 
or component-by-component basis but not 
to undertake approaches to the systems as 
wholes. And it is precisely the last, as I have . 
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suggested, which provides hope for the major 
innovations and changes we need to improve 
quality of life. 

There is a basic need therefore to deal with 
problems of social, regulatory and institu
tional innovation in order to open up public 
sector markets to technological innovation. 
It is for this reason that I believe that ex
periments like the California School Con
struction Project need to be undertaken in 
other localities and in other functional 
needs of society, such as the ones I have 
just mentioned. 
, Much of what we know about the systems 
approach has been learned in Federal pro
grams related to defense ana space explora
tion. The men involved in these projects are, 
for the most part, members of an organiza
tion charged with a mission to complete that 
project and are under the direct authority 
and control of that project. When we are con
cerned with public systems, such as housing 
or transportation, we have to deal with a 
category of people who are, and want to be, 
autonomous with respect to the system and 
who are not under its direct control. These 
are you and I, that is to say, people who are 
affected by and use the system. 

We must therefore begin by being con
cerned with user requirements (as we were 
concerned with the need of teachers for flex
ible space in the California project). We 
must go even further and begin to be con
cerned with user and community participa
tion in the design and implementation of 
these public sector systems. Failure to under
stand and work out these people problems 
leads to poor design, namely inadequacy to 
the needs of people and lack of use, or even 
hostility to use of the system. This participa
tion by users and community leaders is there
fore an essential part in the experiments of 
using the systems approach which I believe 
must be made throughout the country. 

We can note beginnings of such experi
ments, particularly some to attack the prob
lem of improving center city ghetto areas. 
These projects address themselves to the 
physical rehab1litation of buildings; to the 
provision of new low-income housing; to the 
provision of community services; and to the 
design of systems of management, financing 
and control. Among these projects are the 
recently announced Bedford-Stuyvesant 
Project in New York City; community devel
opment projects in Boston, Detroit and 
Harlem. 

Under the guidance of the Federal Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 
plans for using a systems approach to im
provement of the city centers on a national 
level have been generated. Among the major 
features of this plan are: 

1. A national perspective under which ex
isting Federal funds would be used to pro
vide a national market adequate to attract 
major new industrial capabilities in the de
velopment of new technology, both for re
habilitation and new construction. 

2. An approach to the needs for total 
neighborhood development, including physi
cal rehabilltation, community services, and 
the involvement and participation of resi
dents; 

3. Computer simulation and other analytic 
techniques to solve problems, ~:>uch as the 
formulation of optimum strategies for re
habilitation, relocation, and rebuilding with
in the city. 

If you will allow me, I might add that in 
this last area my company, Arthur D. Little, 
has successfully accomplished a pioneering 
task in the City of San Francisco, where 
computer simulation was used for the first 
time, under our guidance, to aid in formu-
lating public policy on these matters. 

NEED FOR NEW LOCAL EXPERIMENTS 

Mr. PANTos: Then, since you are hopeful 
that progress can be made; what more do 
you think needs to be done at the local level 

and at the national level to help create a 
better understanding among the power 
groups in our society of how they can work 
together for the betterment of all? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. I believe it's important that 
we begin at the local level and work up rap
idly to the national level. I have suggested 
that experiments using the systems approach 
should be carried out in many localities and 
in many areas of public problems. The Cham
ber of Commerce of the United States has 
taken the initiative in conjunction with 
Harvard University, to prepare training 
courses in urban leadership, using case ex
amples for study. It is certain that in the 
course of these educational experiences, 
community leaders will become increasingly 
aware of the potential for using these ana
lytic and experimental tools in their own 
community. The Chamber of Commerce 
should, I believe, then go a step further to 
help these community leader~:> initiate ex
periments suitable to their own locality. The 
Chamber can act as a catalyst, in conjunc
tion with the local Chambers of Commerce 
and with professional assistance, much in 
the way the School Construction Project 
staff acted as catalysts in the California ex
ample. 

I believe that there is far more value to 
be derived from undertaking actual experi
ments than by merely talking and studying 
the potentials for improvement in meeting 
public needs. Some experiments will end in 
failure, failure that is to say to stimulate the 
active development of a new transportation 
system, say. But even such failure provides 
new insights and new knowledge of the in
stitutional problems connected with rapid 
technical social change. They are not failures 
therefore in the larger sense, even if the local 
community has, for the moment, not found 
an answer to its problem. Failure of this 
kind is part of the scientific process of learn
ing new facts and testing new hypotheses. 
We should not be discouraged by it. In any 
event, such failure can be demonstrated on 
paper first, if we use the computer-aided 
systems approach to model simulation. We are 
therefore less likely to build white elephants 
as monuments to folly by way of trial and 
error. 

It is important, also, that these local ex
periments be monitored at the national level, 
again by a group of leaders representing gov
ernment, business, labor, and the profes
sions. One of the present large-scale gaps on 
the national scene is the absence of a forum 
or vehicle by which these power groups can 
express themselves in a constructive way 
with respect to public sector problems and 
needs. The monitoring of local experiments 
will likely lead to the formal creation of a 
permanent national focal point, responsible 
for the furtherance of local, state and re
gional development projects. I have pro
posed the ultimate creation of such a body, 
by the name of the Council for American 
Progress, but it goes beyond the time at our 
disposal today to discuss this concept in 
greater detail. 

Suffice it to say that the central purpose 
of the national Council, as well as of local 
experiments, is to create an environment 
amongst leaders of business, government and 
labor which is conducive to the adoption of 
technical innovations. This environment calls 
for institutional flexib111ty of a high order, 
itself the most significant innovation of all. 

INCENTIVES 
Mr. PANTOS. Do you think that the Con

gress will need to enact legislation creating 
incentives for industry to get more involved 
in public problem solving or do you think 
the profit motive will be strong enough with
out incentives? 

Mr. MICHAELIS. I distinguish between two 
kinds of incentives, one which produces tan
gible financial gain in response to certain 
desired actions, and the other which re
moves obstacles that presently make it more 

difficult for industry to become construc
tively involved in public sector problems. I 
believe that Congress-and the Executive 
Branch for that matter-should first attack 
the latter problems. We should seriously re
view our business environment as it relates 
to, say, antitrust, and to a whole variety of 
regulatory practices. Many of these may be 
found to be no longer consonant with the 
opportunities offered by modern technology 
and may, indeed, constitute seriOUif obstacles 
for industry to apply modern technical 
knowledge in helping to solve urgent social 
problems. 

I have noted earlier that the creation of a 
sufficiently large market is essential to spur 
the creative capability of industry. Here 
again, legislative changes would make it 
easier to create these markets. Such legisla
tive changes are not only the concern of the 
Federal Government but also of state and 
local governments. In the matter of building 
codes, for instance, it is clearly important 
that local practices be coordinated. The Fed
eral Government can give leads in this di
rection even though it cannot be directly 
involved at the local level. 

Finally, I may add that the Federal Gov
ernment possesses itself a powerful lever in 
bringing about social and technical innova
tion. This lever is its procurement of goods 
and services on the civilian market for 
civilian and not for defense needs. The Fed
eral Government is the single largest pur
chasers of such goods and services in many 
industry sectors. If its procurement practices 
were to be changed, for instance, by the use 
of performance criteria, as noted in the Cali
fornia School Project, we Inight well see a 
marked new initiative on the part of industry 
to come forward with entirely new products 
and services. The testing of such new prod
ucts by the government as a major customer 
would provide a valuable pump-priining ef
fort for introduction to the civ111an market. 

In short, I would urge that Federal, state 
and local governments explore first the pos
sibilities of providing incentives for industry 
by the indirect route of making it more pos
sible for entrepreneurs to shoulder the at
tendant risks with full deterinination and 
vision. Only if this route should fail would 
I advocate the more direct forms of financial 
incentives. 

I might add that both the Senate and the 
House of Representatives in Congress are 
taking active steps to become better informed 
on the subjects that we have been discussing. 
In the Senate, there are bills to create a 
Select Cominittee on Technology and the 
Human Environment and to create a National 
Commission on Public Management to study 
and recommend the manner in which modern 
systems analysis and management techniques 
may be used to resolve problems in the non
defense sector. In the House of Representa
tives, proposals have been made, some in
dependently of the Senate resolutions, in
volving among others a Technology Assess
ment Board to concern itself with the 
productive, as against detrimental, applica
tions of technology to human needs. 

NATION'S NEWSPAPERS PRAISE 
NONPROLIFERATION AGREEMENT 

Mr: PELL. Mr. President, the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty recently agreed 
upon by the United States and the Soviet 
Union is, in President Johnson's words, 
"testament to man's faith in the future." 
It has received the strong editorial sup
port of our Nation's press. 

The treaty prohibits the transfer to, 
or manufacture by, nonnuclear nations 
of nuclear weapons and provides inspec
tion procedures to assure compliance. 

It helps the nuclear nations by allevi
ating the pressure to disseminate nuclear 
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weapons or risk losing friends. It will ben
efit the nonnuclear powers by providing 
a means of use nuclear explosives for 
peaceful uses while removing the costly 
burden of developing a nuclear weapons 
system. This agreement is of historic sig
nificance for the entire world because it 
reduces the dangers of mass destruction 
and nuclear holocaust. 

This historic treaty is of particular sig
nificance because it demonstrates that in 
these turbulent times the world's two 
great powers can put aside their differ
ence for the benefit of mankind. 

Of course, the treaty does not promise, 
and will not usher in, the nonnuclear 
millinium. But it does offer hope for a 
more peaceful and a safer tomorrow. 

I ask unanimous consent that editori
als from the Chicago Daily News, Chicago 
Sun-Times, Newark Evening News, and 
Milwaukee Journal be printed in the 
RECORD to reflect editorial support for 
this treaty. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Chicago Daily News, Jan. 22, 1968] 

WHEN THE GIANTS AGREE 

A nuclear treaty that must exclude 40 
percent of the world's nuclear powers is a 
long way from ideal. And yet the agreement 
by the United States and the Soviet Union on 
the text of an antiproliferation pact is a step 
forward. 

The treaty provides that nuclear powers 
will give no nuclear weapons. know-how or 
assistance to nonnuclear nations, and that 
nonnuclear nations will not obtain or manu
facture nuclear weapons. 

The treaty, when approved by the 17-
nation disarmament committee in Geneva, 
will proceed to the United Nations General 
Assembly for consideration in April, and can 
quite possibly be signed in June. 

Red China and France will not, of course, 
be signatories, and they present special, vex
ing problems still to be coped with. 

But at least the two greatest powers have, 
for their own sufficient reasons come together 
in the first significant international move to 
check the spread of destructive nuclear ca
pacity, and any brake on that momentum for 
whatever cause is good. At the very least, the 
treaty wm move back the time when nuclear 
bombs become standard equipment in the 
arsenals of small nations as well as great, and 
the world's survival hangs on the whim of 
any junior-grade dictator. 

Until now, the Soviet Union has been a 
slippery and evasive customer in dealings 
with the West, and may yet prove so in this 
case. 

But certain facts argue for her good faith 
this time. One is that the United States re
mains the world's foremost nuclear power, 
with an arsenal bountiful enough to enable 
her to arm every nation on Russia's perime
ter. Russia has been particularly apprehen
sive of West Germany's gaining a nuclear 
potential, and the draft treaty cairns that 
fear while making provision for research and 
use of nuclear power fc:- pea~~eful purposes. 

Even before last week's agreement on the 
treaty text, the Soviets were rumored to be on 
the verge of another conciliatory move with 
a possible connection with the nuclear mat
ters to come before the UN Assembly in April. 
They are replacing their ham-handed am
bassador to the United Nations, Nikolai T. 
Fedorenko, with veteran UN diplomat Jacob 
A. Malik. 

It was Malik who led the Soviet walkout 
from the Security Council prior to the Korean 
War, but Malik likewise who put the Berlin 
blockade on the road to settlement in a 
friendly cocktail discussion with Philip K. 

Jessup. His presence would be a welcome re
lief from the stony demeanor of Fedorenko, 
and could betoken some relaxation of Soviet 
policy. 

It is always dangerous to grasp at straws 
and translate them into omens of peace. But 
Russia w111 do what's good for Russia, and 
the logic of peace must be asserting itself 
within Russia's borders as it is doing in the 
Western countries. 

(From the Chicago Sun-Times, Jan. 22, 1968] 
A STEP TOWARD WORLD PEACE 

The United Staltes a.nd Russda have a.greed 
on the draft of a treaty designed to bar 
the spread of nuclear weapons. The draft 
now goes to 15 other nations of the United 
Nations Disarmament. Conference at Geneva 
and from there to the UN for ratification. 

There are encouraging aspects to the pro
posed nuclear treaty-and some not so en-
couraging. , 

The very concept of a nuclear treaty 1s 
touchy. The new treaty avoids, rather than 
settles, one of the touchier areas, that CY! in
s~ction. But the fact that the United States 
and Russia could finally reach an agreement 
is, in a real sense, a sign of growing con
fidence between the two great nuclear pow
ers. It is an even greater victory to have this 
confidence maturing during a time when 
the pressures and suspicions created by the 
Vietnam war add to the atmosphere of dis
trust between the two world powers. 

As President Johnson pointed out in his 
State of the Union message, the agreement 
on the treaty draft adds to the several steps 
already taken by the United States and 
Russia in the last few months. A consular 
treaty, the first, has been signed. A treaty 
barring weapons in outer space has been 
achieved. Another treaty guaranteeing the 
safety of astronauts no matter where they 
land, is near ratification-and there was, of 
course, the conference between Mr. Johnson 
and Chairman Kosygin this past summer. 

On the negative side: Neither France nor 
Red China will sign the new nuclear treaty. 
Both could, if they chose, become nuclear 
weaponry merchants to the world. 

Non-nuclear nations with long histories 
of border disputes with their neighbors are 
on record as not willing to approve of a. 
treaty that would forever prohibit their 
getting the ultimate weapon. Those nations 
could be against the treaty when it comes up 
in the UN for ratification. 

Other, non-bell1gerent non-nuclear na
tions, have objected in principle to a nuclear 
treaty that would prohibit them from de
veloping nuclear power for giant earth
moving projects, such as building dams or 
harbors. The new treaty attempts to meet 
these objections by provisions that would 
allow nuclear nations to perform such tasks 
for the non-nuclea-r nations at cost. 

On the whole, though, the new 'nuclear 
treaty draft is a major accomplishment. The 
fact that Russia could agree to such a treaty 
gives hope that one day all nations will agree 
there should be no nuclear weapons at all. 

[From the Newark Evening News, 
Jan.20,1968] 

NUCLEAR ACCORD 

The draft of a treaty to halt the spread 
of nuclear weapons, just completed by the 
United States and the Soviet Union, com
mits them to efforts to confine nuclear 
energy to peaceful uses. That is a major step 
in itself, but there are a number of short
comings. 

A primary drawback is the fact that 
neither France nor Communist China has 
shown any intention of participating. In
stead, each is doing all it can to develop 
nuclear independence, bound by no inter
national restrictions. 

There 1s also exclusion of the nuclear 
powers from internal inspection to deter-

mine compliance. This omission was at the 
insistence of the Soviet Union, whose objec
tion to inspection had been one of the major 
stumbling blocks all along. At the same 
time, the United States, though willing to 
be checked itself, balked at investigation of 
installations of Euratom, the nuclear energy 
agency of the Euro~an Common Market. 

But there is significant gain in the agree
ment to "lend" nuclear explosives to non
nuclear powers for peaceful uses, with rates 
kept as low as possible. This sharing-sub
ject to international inspection, inciden
tally--£hould open the benefits of nuclear 
energy to all nations without making it nec
essary to enlarge the nuclear club. This 
meets a foremost purpose of nonprolifera
tion. 

While the draft is disappointing in not 
specifically guaranteeing against nuclear at
tack, it does oblige each signatory to nego
tiate in good faith on general disarmament. 
This could expedite the talks which have 
been dragging at Geneva for six years. 

The nonproliferation accord, yet to be 
endorsed at the Geneva conference, wm need 
careful study. But it appears at least to pro
vide the groundwork for developing increas
ingly strong safeguards against nuclear dis
aster. In that sense, it would be, as President 
Johnson observed, "a testament of man's 
faith in the future." 

(From the Milwaukee Journal, Jan. 19, 1968] 
HOPE OF NUCLEAR TREATY 

Agreement by the United States and the 
Soviet Union on a nuclear nonproliferation 
treaty and a promise to try to reach 
agreement on disarmament has great po
tential for insuring world peace. 

Not that treaties-and this one still re
mains to be signed by the nations of the 
world-in themselves insure that agreements 
will be carried out. The world thought in 
1928 that the Kellogg-Briand pact would 
outlaw war for all time. But the fact that 
this agreement could be reached by the two 
nuclear powers of the world indicates their 
mutual feeling that, as the treaty draft says, 
the world must try to avoid the "devasta
tion that would be visited upon all mankind 
by a nuclear war." 

The agreement results from a compromise. 
The treaty was drafted some months ago 
except for Article 3-which was to provide 
for controls. The Soviet Union insisted that 
the international atomic energy agency 
(IAEA) inspect non-nuclear nations to make 
sure they were not producing nuclear 
weapons. The western European member na
tions of Euratom, backed by the United 
States, insisted on policing themselves-
arguing that Communist members of IAEA 
would be able to spy upon Euratom secrets. 
Article 3 now provides that Euratom will 
reach agreement with IAEA on an acceptable 
means of control. 

The road to complete agreement by all the 
nations concerned is not fully clear. Anum
ber of non-nuclear nations have protested 
that the treaty barred them from having 
nuclear weapons without giving them guar
antees against nuclear attack. India, West 
Germany, Rumania, Pakistan, Italy and 
others have been most reluctant to re
nounce nuclear weapons when the big two
plus Communist China and France, which 
almost surely will not sign the treaty-are 
nuclear powers. 

Anothie weakness in the s,gtt"eement is 
that the big nuclear powers are exempt 
from controls and inspection-although the 
United Staates and Britain have expressed 
willingness to let the IAEA inspect if 
Russia will. 

Every effort will be made to get the 17 
nations which have been meeting on this 
subject since 1965 to agree on the treaty in 
time to present it to the United Nations gen
eral assembly in March. In the three years 
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of negotiations it often appeared that getting 
an agreement on a treaty would be impos
sible. There were angry breakups, delays, 
failures. 

The most important aspect of the agree
ment 1s that ·the Unirted Si1Ja.rte6 amd the 
Soviet Union have reached accord. Avoidance 
of world war depends more than anything 
else on the prudence of these two great 
powers. The fact that they can agree in a 
number of areas of mutual concern even 
as they differ in Vietnam (where we fight 
against forces supplied by the Russians), re
main locked in a power struggle in the Mid
dle East and compete in many other parts of 
the world, is significant. It encourages hope 
that ever stronger guarantees of peace can be 
agreed upon. 

NEW YORK CITY ACTS TO PROTECT 
ENVIRONMENT UNDER SINGLE 
AGENCY 
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, a news 

article in today's issue of the New York 
Times tells of ·the creation in New York 
City of an environmental protection ad
ministration. 

This new agency will include the de
partments of sanitation and air pollu
tion control. It will also take over the 
maintenance of sewage facilities and 
administration of water services from 
other departments. Later it will include 
a unit on noise abatement. 

In light of the increasing problems of 
~pollution in various forms, and the in
terrelation of these forms, Mayor Lind
say of New York is taking a forward
looking step which other cities would be 
wise to investigate. 

Creation of this new agency also sug
gests that the Federal Government would 
do well to study ways to increase co
ordination and cooperation among the 
various Federal agencies which have re
sponsibilities in the broad field of pollu
tion. 

Eventually it might be advisable to 
have one agency at the Federal level 
with a responsibility for reducing or elim
inating the many pollutants which mar 
our enjoyment of life or pose threats to 
our health. 

An article in the February issue of 
the American Legion magazine explores 
the dimensions of one source of pollu
tion-noise-which has been receiving 
increased attention. 

I ask unanimous consent that both 
articles be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Jan. 29, 1968.] 
SCIENTIST To HEAD CITY SUPERAGENCY ON EN-

VIRONMENT-FORMER ATOMIC SPECIALIST IS 
APPOINTED BY LINDSAY TO NEW $35,000 
PosiTION-SANITATION PosT F'ILLEn--Ex
NAVY ENGINEER TO DIRECT REFUSE RE
MOVAL--TWO MEN TAKE OFFICE IN MARCH 

(By David Bird) 
Mayor Lindsay yesterday named a 52-year

old scientist, Dr. MerrU Eisenbud, to head 
the city's new Environmental Protection Ad
ministration. 

He also named a former Navy engineer, 
James P. Marron, to be Commissioner of the 
Department of Sanitation, a key unit of the 
Environmental Protection Administration, 
which is one of 10 super-agencies in the 
Mayor's consolidation plan. 

Environmental Protection, in addition to 
including the departments of Sanitation and 

Air Pollution Control, will take over the 
maintenance of sewerage facllities and water 
services administration from other depart
ments. It will also include a noise-abatement 
unit, which is yet to be establiShed. 

DUE TO START IN MARCH 
The Mayor said both appointees would as

sume their posts about March 1. Dr. Eisen
bud's job pays $35,000 a year, Mr. Marron's 
$30,000. 

Dr. Eisenbud is now director of New York 
University's Sterling Forest Laboratory for 
Environmental Studies. Before joining N.Y.U. 
in 1959, he was with the Atomic Energy Com
mission for 12 years, specializing in the prob
lexns of atomic radiation in the environment. 

Mr. Marron, 41, spent 20 years in the Navy 
where he developed financial, operational, 
maintenance and management control sys
tems that were adopted by the Defense De
partment for all the mllitary services. 

Since leaving the Navy in 1965, Mr. Marron 
has been vice president of Frederic R. Harris, 
a consulting engineering firm here. 

Both of the appointments were to fill jobs 
made vacant by resignations under strained 
circumstances. The jobs had been held by 
men who were active in Mr. Lindsay's cam
paign for Mayor but who had no previous 
scientific or engineering experience. 

James L. Marcus, 37, who had been an in
vestment counselor, was Commissioner of 
Water Supply, Gas and Electricity. He left 
city government in December and was later 
indicted for allegedly taking a kickback on a 
reservoir cleaning contract. 

MOUNTING REFUSE PROBLEM 
Samuel J. Kearing Jr., 37, who was Sanita

tion Commissioner for less than a year, re
signed in November after a dispute with the 
Mayor. 

Mr. Lindsay accused him of "insubordina
tion," and Mr. Kearing struck back with the 
charge that the city was "dying" and that 
the Mayor "couldn't run a gas station, much 
less a city." 

Mr. Kearing said that he faced a desperate 
need for more men and equipment to cope 
with the city's mounting problem of collect
ing refuse. He said that he had gone ahead 
on his own at one point and hired more men, 
although they had not yet been authorized 
by the Mayor. 

In prepared statements issued yesterday, 
the Mayor praised the new appointees, and 
they expressed confidence that the city would 
be able to handle its refuse, clean its air and 
its water, and mufHe its noise. 

"During the past two weeks," Mayor Lind
say said, "I have had occasion to discuss 
Dr. Eisenbud with leading environmental au
thorities throughout the nation. Their ver
dict was unanimous; he is one of the very 
best in the business." 

"James Marron," the Mayor's statemenlt 
went on, "bas an exceptional l'leCIOird of 
a.chievemenrt; .in the adaptrution Ito operational 
·organizations of modern mamagemenJt rtech
niques a.nd CIOIS!t-effootiven.ess progra.ming .... 
We oa.n now commence the real work o~ 
management control to a;ssure us of the 
cleaner stree·ts we must ha. ve in our ci·ty." 

Dr. Eisenbud said: "The E.P.A. combines 
a number of formerly separated functions in 
a. way that makes it possible, for the first 
time, to deal efficiently with the problems of 
air, water and refuse disposal." 

Mr. Marron issued this statement: "Mayor 
Lindsay has directed me to get the streets 
cleaner and that will be my primary objec
tive-to be achieved as effectively and effi
ciently as possible. I look forward to working 
closely with all personnel in the Sanitation 
Department toward our common goal. It can 
be done." 

Mr. Lindsay had noted that the city was 
getting 800 new sanitation trucks, but nei
ther he nor Mr. Marron gave any indication 
of a need for additional manpower. There are 
now 14,000 men in the department. 

So far the City Council has approved only 
three of the Mayor's 10 proposed super
agencies. The two others are Housing and 
Development, and Health Services. 

Environmental Protection, the latest one 
to be approved, will take over the sewerage 
maintenance facilities from the Department 
of Public Works and water services from the 
Department of Water Supply, Gas and Elec
tricity. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NEEDED 
Although the Council has approved the 

new super-agency, !Lt will nat become fully 
operational until the Mayor signs an execu
tive order implementing the legislation. 

Harry J. O'Donnell, the Mayor's press sec
retary, said yesterday that the order was 
being prepared by the Corporation Council's 
office and "should be ready in about two 
weeks." 

Nevertheless the Mayor said in his state
ment that Dr. Eisenbud would take over 
"some of his city responsib1lities almost 
immediately." 

In the Sanitation Department, Maurice M. 
Feldman, whose regular job is deputy com
missioner for engineering, has been the act
ing Commissioner. He will continue in that 
role until Mr. Marron takes over. 

[From the American Legion magazine, 
February 1968) 

OUR NOISE 
(By Frances G. Conn) 

When President Johnson appointed a spe
cial panel on pollution in 1965, air pollution 
and water pollution got most of the head
lines, but the study of "noise pollution" was 
pant of !the package, rtoo. 

According to a lot of people, including 
physicist (and former Chancellor of the Uni
versity of California) Dr. Vern 0. Knudsen, it 
was about time. 

The United States is the noisiest country 
on earth and the racket we make is getting 
worse almost everywhere. 

Dr. Knudsen points out that if the noise 
we make keeps increasing at the present rate, 
it will be as deadly in thirty years in some of 
our downtown cities as were the ancient Chi
nese noise tortures for executing condemned 
prisoners. • 

In some American cities the honking, 
clanking, whining, whistling, roaring, pound
ing and vibrating from a host of sources is 
increasing by one decibel a year. Since the 
intensity of sound doubles with every six 
decibels, it takes six years, at that rate, to 
double the loudness of city noice. The 
strength of the general noise background in 
some of our communities is now four times 
what it was in 1956, and 32 times what it was 
in 1938. 

Although it has long been recognized that 
constant exposure to intense sound may 
cause serious hearing loss, there are enough 
people around who can still hear what's hap
pening to raise a fuss of their own. 

In many places, police have added noise
testing devices to their radar speed -checking 
equipment inventory, particularly to enforce 
noise-restrictions on trucks. This has hap
pened in Milwaukee, in New York State, and 
in Memphis, Tenn. Memphis has tackled the 
city noise problem so vigorously that it now 
cla.ixns to be "the quiet city." Many outsiders 
agree that it has earned the title. 

Others are not making so much progress, 
but they have hopes based on determination, 
and here and there they make a little head
way. Robert Baron doesn't claim any results 
yet, but he swears he'll keep trying in his 
fight against the ever-swelling racket in New 
York City. Baron, a theater manager, was so 
angered by three years of subway construc
tion racket near his 6th Ave. apartment that 
he formed an organization to crusade against 
needless noise in New York. He and his "Citi
zens for a Quiet City" have gained a lot of 
attention-so much so that New York's 
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Mayor Lindsay formed an official city Task 
Foroe on Noise COntrol. N.Y. Rep. TheodO!l'e 
Kupferman, who replaced Lindsay in Con
gress, has pushed two federal bills to further 
noise control (unsuccessfully to date). 

Presently, Baron is waging a frontal attack 
on the noise caused by construction and 
demolition projects because, he says, there 
seem to be no legal controls on how much 
racket they can make anywhere in the 
United States. Last Dec. 18, Baron led a pub
lic demonstration outside the city's Lincoln 
Center. He treated onlookers to a compari
son of the noise made by typical U.S. air 
compressors and pneumatic paving breakers 
with that of some muffied foreign designs. 
None of them were exactly quiet, but the U.S. 
types were wen out front in disturbing the 
peace. 

One member of Baron's committee is Dr. 
Samuel Rosen, consulting ear surgeon at 
New York's Mt. Sinal Hospital. Dr. Rosen 1S 
one of an increasing number of experts who 
don't go along with some old and accepted 
notions about how harmless constant back
ground noise is to society in general. 

He and others suggest that it is far more 
damaging than had previously been sup
posed. 

Industry has taken excess noise-on-the
job seriously for a good many years. But as 
far as human damage is concerned, indus
trial experts have generally held (a) that 
hearing loss is the chief danger to humans, 
and then only in intensely noisy situations, 
and (b) that there is a "natural loss of 
hearing with age" which must be discounted 
in judging loss of hearing caused by noise. 

Dr. Rosen and California's Dr. Knudsen 
suggest that hearing loss may be the least of 
it, and that you don't have to work in a 
boiler factory to suffer damage from our 
civilized hubbub. 

Both of them take steady aim on the grow
ing general racket that most of us are ex
posed to day and night-roaring tires and 
vehicle engines; honking horns; a.irplanes; 
whistles; jackhammers; household appli
ances; power tools; TV's and radios tuned up 
over the rest; howling transistor sets carried 
by pedestrians; unwanted loudspeakers on 
trucks; clanking, ticking, humming office 
equipment; construction and excavation 
projects; other people's noises coming 
through thin apartment walls; the hum of 
air conditioners, heating systems and pumps; 
gear npises; fan noises and you-name-it. All 
of these blended together, they say, cause far 
more than slow deafness. They are a factor 
in the celebrated "tensions" of modern living, 
and altogether they contribute to every one 
of the tension-related diseases-from stom
ach ulcers, neurosis and mental illness to 
allergies and circulatory diseases. 

Dr. Knudsen calls the total effect of the 
background roar of modern life "decibel fa
tigue," and says that millions of Americans 
suffer from it. Dr. Rosen believes that medical 
science will one day recognize an entire "noise 
syndrome"-a family of symptoms related to 
unwanted or unexpected noises. He and 
others already cite dilation of the pupils, 
dry mucuous membranes, skin paJ.eness, in
testinal spasms and glandular secretions as 
candidates for membership in the full "noise 
syndrome" when it is recognized. 

Dr. Lee E. Farr, public health professor at 
the University of Texas, agrees. He told the 
last convention of the American Medical As
sociation that the effect of our noise on gen
eral health hasn't yet been taken with the 
seriousness it deserves. It can be an "unsus
pected triggering agent" of the "tension" dis
ab111ties named above. And, contrary to older 
beliefs, the steady sound level "need not be 
inltense" to trigger serioUs physioo.l and nerv
ous damage. 

Dr. Rosen goes on to cast doubt on the 
idea that there is a "natural hearing loss 
with age." The "natural loss of hearing" in 

the United States, he suspects, is caused by 
the general noise level of our society, and 
there's nothing "natural" about it. Dr. Rosen 
has done homework in this field. Not satis
fied that the loss of hearing among his older 
patients was "natural," he studied the hear
ing and health of older people in countries 
that are quieter. 

He investigated Egyptians, Lapplanders, 
Germans, Finns, Yugoslavs, Bahamians, 
Cretans, Russians, and-most recently
aborigines of Southeast Sudan, who live in 
nearly noise-free surroundings. He concluded 
that hearing loss in old age is related directly 
to the noise one lives with throughout life. 
In the Sudan he found 90-year-old tribesmen 
who could hear as well as 10-year-old boys. 
At the same time he found that heart ahd 
blood vessel diseases were remarkably scarce 
among those whose lives were spent in quiet 
surroundings. 

While he would be the last to say that he 
has yet proved the point scientifically, he 
finds the evidence to date persuasive and 
worthy of far more medical research. 

Until recently, the most authoritative 
voices about noise have come from industry, 
because noise was a problem inside factories 
before it began to swell so much in homes 
and out in the open air. -

If industry has spawned the most experts 
on noise control (and it has) it also looks 
at the problem from a defensive position. In
dustry is the defendant in claims for hear
ing loss on the job, and it can be the chief 
object of attack by irate citizens who claim 
that an industrial plant is a public noise 
nuisance. Claims for compensation for hear
ing loss on the job now run at about $2 mil
lion a year, while it has been estimated that 
4¥2 million American workers who don't file 
claims might win them if they would. 

The State Hearing Society of Colorado re
cently estimated that one in four people in 
the state are exposed to noise levels (not 
all of it on jobs) that can damage hearing 
in some people. Of nearly half a million so 
exposed, the Society estimates that about 
71,000 Colorado citizens will actually suffer 
damaged hearing. Dr. Murray C. Brown, of 
the U.S. Public Health Service, feels that 
as many as seven milllon Americans work 
on jobs so noisy that their hearing will be 
impaired. 

With liability ever on their minds, it is 
not surprising that industrial noise experts 
have tended to discount noise damage and 
complaints about noise, even while they have 
led in finding ways to control noise. The 
"natural loss of hearing with age" is an 
accepted phenomenon among industrial 
noise experts, while it is a commonplace with 
them that the people who complain most 
about industrial noise as a nuisance are neu
rotic people. Of that there isn't much ques
tion, but Doctors Rosen, Knudsen and Farr 
put reverse English on it when they suggest 
that the noise helps make the neurosis. 

Industrial experts define noise as un
wanted sound, but that doesn't quite fit. 
Wanted sound can be damaging, whether you 
call it noise or not. In Melbourne, Australia, 
noise researcher R. F. Burton set out to dis
cover why he was noticing "tender ear" in 
two or three percent of teen-agers. He went 
to a rock 'n roll teenage dance and clocked 
114 decibels of sound, a dangerously high 
level for the ear to tolerate. He came away 
predicting that many teen-agers who subject 
themselves to this wanted noise will lose 
their hearing earlier in life than usual, and 
many will be deaf at 40. 

Some accepted ways to control noise may 
have to go by the boards if it is ever firmly 
established that unnoticed noise is as dan
gerous as the noises that irritate the most. 
People get used to a steady noise level or 
familiar sounds and tend to adjust to them. 
In that, indeed, lies the humor of the old 
joke about the lighthouse keeper who awoke 
with a start when the lighthouse fog horn 

failed to sound on schedule. "What was 
that?" he cried. 

Noises that fluctuate are more irritating 
than those that are steady, and in some cases, 
faint noises annoy more than those that are 
louder. 

One of the accepted ways to control irreg
ular noises is to drown them out with an 
added steady noise. An oft-cited example is 
the fan put in a doctor's waiting room to 
smother conversations there that invade the 
examining room. But the idea of masking 
one noise with another is now subject to the 
challenge that unnoticed noises are still 
damaging to health and hearing. That puts 
in question all practices that control noise 
by adding to it. 

New York's Robert Baron is among those 
who are insisting that unwanted conversa
tions coming through walls should be con
trolled by building codes that require walls 
which are more soundproof. The trend in 
modern apartment and office buildings is to 
make thinner walls than formerly, and the 
many people who say that their neighbor's 
conversations, TV's and radios are driving 
them crazy aren't necessarily just using a 
figure of speech. 

By all odds, the motor vehicle, and particu
larly the truck, is adding most to the steady 
noise increase in the United States. The air
plane adds most to intermittent loud noise. 
Construction or demolition projects create 
the worst temporary rackets. The superhigh
way and the airplane are spreading our grow
ing noise level into non-city areas. The 
increasing use of motor driven appliances, 
record players, radios and TV's makes the in
side of the American home noisier than ever, 
from before breakfast until late at night. 
These noisemakers are taking some of the 
curse off the industrial plant, which, a long 
generation ago, shared the noise onus prin
cipally with the iron-shod hoof of the horse 
and the noisy and sooty thread of the rail
road lines. 

If the average reader of this page will stop 
for ten minutes during a typical part of his 
day and identify all the sounds he hears that 
he didn't ask for, he will realize there's no 
way even to list them in this space. On top 
of that, unless he's remote from town or 
highway, he will detect a constant roar of 
unidentifiable sound which is the "ambient" 
or backgroud noise that's spreading and 
growing over most of American society. 

Let's look at a small sampling of the 
typical noises, especially those that are: (a) 
commonest, (b) increasing and (c) ought 
to be controlled better. 

Construction and demolition: A New York 
cab driver, asked what noises are the worst 
in his ears as he drives around the city, said: 
"Auto horns and engine accelerations, except 
that in a block where there's construction 
going on nobody can even hear the auto 
horns." 

Construction noises are industrial sounds. 
Little attempt is made to control them, and 
Baron says the problem of needless construc
tion noise is almost entirely a legal one. The 
typical American city zoning ordinances or 
anti-noise regulations more or less regulate 
the neighborhood nuisance potential of fixed 
industrial installations, but no movable ones. 
There is virtually no legal restriction on how 
much noise they can make in any neighbor
hood they invade. 

If complaining citizens attack them as 
public nuisances, courts will generally rule 
that if even the noisiest construction proj
ects serves a social purpose, it isn't a public 
nuisance-and of course construction serves 
a social purpose. 

In the absence of legal control, what fol
lows is logical. Existing industrial noise con
trol knowledge isn't even applied to cut 
down construction noise. Air compressors 
twice as big as old-fashioned outhouses are 
set up curbside-amidst stores, homes and 
office buildings. Their engines run full blast, 
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sometimes wide open to the air, sometimes 
hung around with metal sheets that only 
act as sounding boards. Little or no mu1fling 
of riveters, paving breakers, cement mixers, 
aux111ary engines and pumps is attempted. In 
their neighborhood, conversation is often 
impossible even at a yell. 

The only answers are new laws and law 
enforcement to reduce the volume of con
struction and demolition noise as much as 
possible. Noise-control costs money and it 
is unreasonable to ask sympathetic con
struction firms to invest in noise control 
voluntarily, only to let the unsympathetic 
underbid them on jobs by avoiding noise
control costs. 

Trucks, other vehf.cles, superhighways: The 
organized parts of the trucking industry
fleet owners, etc.-have for years recognized 
their fast-growing contribution to the na
tional din. They have encouraged reason
able laws and fair enforcement. They want 
truck noise-control to be more legal than 
voluntary so that the "gypsies" must con
form to the same standards as the fleets. 

Truck tire noises haven't been a prob
lem in cities where speeds are low. But all 
vehicles-of which trucks and buses are the 
worst--create a tire roar that spreads for 
miles beside our growing web of high-speed 
highways. So little can be done about this 
on the vehicles themselves that quieter pav
ing surfaces are getting the most attention, 
where there is attention. 

The New York and Connecticut turnpikes 
have brought such a roar to formerly quiet 
residential and rural districts that citizens 
of many communities have banded together 
to press local and state legislatures for sane 
and reasonable controlling laws and strict 
enforcement. And they are making some 
small headway. The state of California has 
taken the roar of its freeways very seriously 
on the state level. 

Under present conditions, there is no es
cape from a rockbottom freeway roar, or 
from its increasing as trafftc, speeds and free
ways themselves multiply. Even reasonable 
standards, reasonably enforced, must allow 
such things as a truck to generate 85 decibels 
50 feet away (as on the New York Thruway). 
But a beginning is now being made, albeit 
in a spotty way, against vehicles that ignore 
even this fairly deafen.ing sound level with 
improperly muffled diesel exhausts and a host 
of other noisemakers on trucks and cars. 

Many cities have laws against needless 
horn-blowing, but enforcement is hardly 
sufftcient. The excess revving of motors tak
ing off at a traffic light makes a hideous and 
little-controlled racket, and is virtually 
needless. Garbage trucks, and metal garbage 
cans being handled, are excessively and un
necessarily noisy. In some European cities 
metal garbage cans are quieted simply with 
rubber rings. New York City is investigating 
in some experimental quieter garbage 
trucks--and a federal project is working on 
a design for a quieter bus. In city stop-and
go traffic, gear and engine noises on buses 
and trucks add significantly to background 
roar. Some owners of motorcycles, scooters 
and sports cars quite obviously enjoy un
muffied exhausts, and it is a question how 
much longer society's eardrums must be 
pounded by deliberate "sporty" noise on pub
lic streets. 

Noise is not simply a sensation. It is power, 
transmitted by air to beat forcefully on body 
and eardrum. The decibel unit used to meas
ure loudness is a unit of power, not of sen
sation. The deafening effect of noise is not 
simply a "numbing," but is physical damage 
to nerve receptors caused by a series of blows. 
It would not be wholly unreasonable to in
terpret excessive and deliberate public noise 
as a form of assault and battery-because 
that's what it is. 

Aviation: Aircraft noise is a whole subject 
in itself. People living near airports or under 
low flight paths have made more complaints 

and gone to court more often about un
wanted noise in recent years than anyone 
else. The enlarging of existing airports or the 
creation of new ones excites whole com
munities and chains of communit ies to pro
test. Airlines and airports alter flight paths 
and runways, while manufacturers dras·tl
cally alter plane design to minimize the noise 
problem on the ground. Even the modern 
powering and design of planes for fast 
climbing is in part a reaction to vast pres
sure to get them and their noise away from 
the ground-but fast. The law of trespass 
and of nuisance has been altered by the ad
vent of the plane (it is no longer a trespass 
to fly through the airspace over your prop
erty, but demonstrable damage and serious 
nuisance are actionable within limits). 

Whwt's new in all this is the sonic boom, 
now being debated heatedly on the natioilial 
level. Bl'litadn, Fra.nce and the Soviet Union 
are proceeding with supersonic passenger 
planes, while conflicting interests in the 
United sta.tes: (1) favor and (2) bitterly 
Qppose development CYf faster-than-sound 
commercial planes here. 

The bitter resistance conoentrrutes on the 
sonic boom, wh!ch follows continuously be
hind any plane flying at supersonic speeds. 
If you haven't heard a sonde boom, tt is like 
a nearby bl·ast of too much dynamite-the 
loudest, most startling and most damaging 
llJOise yet made by any ordinary thing for 
rOUJtine peaceful human use. The Air Foree 
has tested the effect of sonic booms on people 
and property in areas away from our verry 
lar·gest cities, to the trme of millions in cl-aims 
and oompL&nts in the thousands. 

To anyone who has heard a sonic boom 
it's incoilJOOiV~able that the people will ever 
tolerate routine supersomc oommercial fl.ighlts 
over settled areas. Burt you can follow the 
debate on th!s in the current newspapers 
and news ma.ga.zlnes, beCia.use it is now a hot 
subject and promises to remain one. Not so 
hot -are the lesser noises made by: 

Thoughtless people-You can make your 
own catalog of these. There a.re the people 
who simply tune their home stereo up too 
high; social clubs that hold oUJtd:oor dances 
on th.eLr premises with bands or loudspeakers 
thalt can be heard a mile away; too-nodsy 
parties or erutertainmerut places; characters 
who carry tl'>a.nsdstor radios tuned loudly to 
their pet programs in public places, and peo
ple who chain up or pen their dogs in resi
dential rureas while they go to work, and 
never hear them howl all day. 

A.m.erioa's law is Lax in all these things 
compared to Europe's. There, m~y a! these 
offenses are not only aotionable as nui
sanoes-as they may be on complaint here
but are specifically oU!tla.wed. England has a 
national noise reduction code, and mobile 
govemmentt sound laboratories rtm.at go from 
c:irty to ctty, consu:llting a.nd helping ol.l!t with 
noise problems. Britain even makes "noise 
gvanrt..s" to aid people in soundproofing theda.' 
homes. Throughout Europe, transistor radios 
have been banned in many public places and 
hOII'Il blowing is e.J.most pa&<;e. 

In this country, Memphis won 16 Il!altJ.ona.l 
noise aibatement awa:rds in a row by setting 
f.a.ir standards and enforcing them firmly, 
wilthout being disag~reeable aJbout Lt. Sound 
ohecks and anti-noise enforcement were 
made a regular part CYf police routine. All 
vehicle muffLers were mand•a.tord.aJly inspec!ted 
several times a year. Teams of police were 
armed with porta.ble deol.bel meters made by 
General Radio, whose engineers also coun
seled the police on whwt's reasonable and 
what's unreasonable noise. 

The January 1963, "Fleet Owner," a truck
ing magazine, reported quite favorably on 
the enforcement of trucking noise limits in 
Memphis. Judges and police counseled with 
truckers to arrive at what would be fair and 
what would be unreasonable noise restric
tions on trucks. Instead of being ticket-hap
py, police most often gave drivers in viola-

tion warnings first, and offending fleets re
ceived letters from Memphis police asking 
better cooperation. If a driver denied that 
his truck was too noisy, police would take 
him to a quiet street to let him hear his 
vehicle from the curb and read the decibel 
meter himself. For the worst offenders, and 
for repeaters, fines have ranged from $11 to 
$50. Basis of a violation is the policeman's 
charge. The meter simply backs him up. 

Memphis chose wisely in relying chiefly on 
cooperation, while holding a get-tough policy 
in reserve. Police have too much to do to 
hold down noise by brute force, and the Mem
phis approach speaks for itself in its results. 

Quite a few of the m1litant citizens com
mittees that are agitating for better noise 
control in the United States are a step above 
agitators for many other causes. Instead of 
frothing at the mouth and going paranoid, 
a number of them have recognized that we 
aren't going to go back to hay wagons and 
rubber-tired buggies. These citizens com
mittees have leveled their attack on need
less noise and have studied the subject-
which isn't a simple one. 

The New York State Thruway Noise Abate
ment Committee, representing citizens in 
eight Westchester communities, enjoys a 
fine reputation with legislators and many 
commercial noisemakers because it has done 
its homework and doesn't demand the im
possible. It took on the services of a top 
acoustic consultant, Stannard M. Potter. 
Though its attack is chiefly on truck noise 
"Fleet Owner" commented that this com~ 
mittee is "roundly praised by trucking asso
ciation officials for its cool, constructive 
approach." 

Such groups emphasize that our fast
moving society makes more unavoidable 
noise all the time. We will live with that be
cause we don't want to give up the good 
things our noisemakers provide. We like 
highway speed, we like the things the trucks 
bring to our store shelves, we like to fly 
cross-country in a few hours, we like the 
buildings that the riveters put together and 
we like the jackhammers to tear up the 
rough pavement to make way for the smooth. 
Soon we will like new things that new noise
makers will give us. So the time has come 
when we must clamp down on all the racket 
that is unnecessary, of which our great 
country seems to have the most ample sup
ply in the world. 

ELIMINATION OF THE CIVILIAN 
MARKSMANSHIP PROGRAM FROM 
THE 1969 BUDGET 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, the budget documents which 
are being released today are long and 
complex, and involve hundreds of billions 
of dollars of public moneys. 

Yet sometimes it is the small and un
dramatic items which demonstrate the 
care and good faith which has gone into 
removing every marginal and unneces
sary expenditure so that more resources 
can be made available for our primary 
international and domestic needs. 

One such item is the absence of a re
quest for fiscal 1969 funds for the Na
tional Board for the Promotion of Rifle 
Practice in the Department of the Army. 
For nearly a year now I have been urging 
the Secretary of Defense to terminate, or 
at least suspend, this program. The 
Army's own studies demonstrate that it 
contributes almost nothing to the na-
tional defense. While it shows up on past 
budgets as only a $400,000 item, that item 
is the tip of a $5 to $10 million iceberg. 

The program occupies the time not 
only of thousands of uniformed troops, 
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but also of the high Defense officials who 
must spend many hours of their valuable 
time unravelling the serious problems 
which the program continually raises. 
The f·ree atms and ammunition distrib
uted under fue program h.rave found 
their way to extremist groups on both 
sides of the spectrum; the low cost sur
plus firearms sales program has been 
shown to be accessible .to hardened crimi
nals; the national rifle matches at Camp 
Perry have been shown to be a costly 
Government-sponsored, Army-staffed, 
funfest for a privileged few. And the ma
jor result of the entire program, as found 
specifically by the Army's own study, has 
been to subsidize, stimulate, expand, and 
support the private organization which 
has been the principal barrier to achieve
ment of the Government's own goal of 
effective Federal gun control, a goal sup
ported by the vast majority of the Ameri
can people. 

Moreover, as I indicated to Secretary 
McNamara last spring--correspondence 
in CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 113, 
part 15, page 20153-<apart f,rom the fact 
that there is no justification for con
tinuing the program at all, history and 
precedent show that at the very least it 
has always been identified as one of the 
Army's most marginal programs, and 
thus has been suspended during every 
period of warfare and budgetary re
straint since it began. 

Clearly, therefore the civilian marks
manship program should have been elim
inated from budgets beginning no later 
than fiscal 1967, when the impact of the 
Vietnam war was apparent. 

Nevertheless the Defense Department 
failed to call off the 1967 rifle matches, 
and failed to support efforts to eliminate 
most of the appropriation for the pro
gram for fiscal 1968-amendment 281-
defense appropriations, CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, volume 113, paTtt 18, page 2-3472, 
an effort which received the support of 
23 Sena.tors despite the opposition of 
several of my most distingu1shed and 
senior colleagues. 

Since then the Department's response 
has been most encouraging indeed. Late 
last year the Army announced the can
cellation of the 1968 rifle matches. Today 
we see that the President has not re
quested any funds at all for the entire 
rifle program for fiscal 1969. This is cer
tainly a large step in the right direction, 
and I am hopeful that it presages total 
elimination of this wasteful anachro
nism. 

Whether in peacetime or wartime the 
Army can make much better use of its 
funds for training its recruits in the 
skills they will need, rather than by en
couraging civilians-most of whom are 
too old to serve in the Armed Forces-to 
buy and use guns for sporting purposes. 
If we are going to subsidize sports in the 
United States, we should do so openly 
and thoughtfully, and I hardly think 
the sport we would subsidize first is 
shooting. 

U.S. TAX COURT 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, during 

last session, the Senate Subcommittee on 
Improvements in Judicial Machinery 
held a series of hearings on a bill to pro-

vide constitutional status to the U.S. Tax 
Court, S. 2041. At the hearings, support 
for the bill was vo.fced by representatives 
of the American Bar Association, judges 
of the Tax Court, and numerous members 
of the tax bar. During the past ·few 
weeks, the staff of the subcommittee has 
been reviewing the record made at the 
hearings and studying those points that 
were raised. It is hoped that the subcom
mittee soon will be able to report this 
bill in order that early Senate action 
may 'be taken on it. 

The necessity for the bill is high
lighted in an editorial in the Denver 
Post, of December 11, 1967. The editorial 
posits the principle of the separation of 
powers between the three branches of 
Government. It then points out the pres
ent situation of the U.S. Tax Court as an 
executive agency which decides disputes 
between the Internal Revenue Service 
and many taxpayers. 

This anomalous position of the court-

The editorial continues-
has worried many thoughtful persons for 
years. The Hoover CommissLon recommended 
that the court be transferred to the Judiciary 
and similar views have been expressed by the 
American Bar Association and others. 

Mr. President, in order that my col
leagues will J;lave the benefit of this edi
torial, I request that it be printed at this 
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Denver Post, Dec. 11, 1967] 
TAX COURT'S STATUS Is A WORRY 

It seems strange that in a country devoted 
to the idea of 1:ihe sep~tion of powers be
tween the executive, legislative and Judicial 
branches of government, the Tax Court of 
the United States should not be a part of the 
Judiciary. 

Yet the Tax Court, which hears disputes 
between taxpayers and the Internal Revenue 
Servlce, ls an executive agency, like the IRS 
itself and the Treasury Department, of which 
IRS is a part. 

This anomalous position of the court has 
worried many thoughtful persons for years. 
The Hoover Commission recommended that 
the court be transferred to the Judiciary and 
similar views have been expressed from time 
to time by the American Bar Association and 
others. 

Being in the executive branch; the Tax 
Court has no power to enforce subpoenas of 
witnesses or documents and no power to 
punish for contempt. Moreover, the Tax 
Court judges are not appointed for life, like 
other federal Judges, but for 12-year terms. 

Still another peculiarity of the Tax Court 
system is that to be admitted to practice be
fore the court it is not necessary to be an 
attorney. 

The Tax Court touches the lives of a great 
many people. From 5,000 to 7,000 cases a year 
are filed with it. As tax laws have grown more 
complex the service it has rendered has been 
of increasing importance. 

A Senate subcommittee recently held hear
ings on a b111 to transfer the Tax Court to 
the judiciary, thereby investing it with nec
essary powers it now lacks and providing per
manent appointments for its judges. 

The main reason for approval of the bill, it 
seems to us, 1s the obvious one that the citi
zen who runs into tax troubles 1s gomg to 
have more confidence in the fairness of the 
hearing he is to be given if the court is in
dependent of tile branch of government with 
which he is in dispute. 

Such independence can be assured only 

if the Judges are appointed on a permanent 
rather than a term basis. 

Before the Senate subcommittee the Treas
ury Department opposed the bill on the 
ground that it fears that transfer of the Tax 
Court to the judicial branch would mean 
that IRS would have to be represented before 
the court by the office of the attorney gen
eral rather than by the IRS chief counsel. 

That objection is not impre.ssive since the 
b111 to accomplish the transfer already pro
vides for IRS to be represented by its own 
counsel. 

If the real fear of the Treasury is that it 
might lose some influence with the Tax Court 
if the court were made independent, that is 
all the more reason for putting the court on 
a full Judicial footing. 

PENNSYLVANIA-ISRAEL CULTURAL 
EXCHANGE 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, it gives me 
great pleasure to report a forthcoming 
cultural exchange between the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania and the State of 
Israel. 

In October 1969, the Israel Philhar
monic Orchestra will be returning to 
America for a coast-to-coast tour sim
ilar to the triumphant tour that the or
chest~a made l:StSt summer. 

Undoubtedly the Israel Philharmonic 
will once more play before packed con
cel'lt halls and win wide acclaim for its 
musical interpretations. But the Israel 
concert halls also, will be neither silent 
nor empty. 

For the 4 weeks of October whil(; the 
Israel Philharmonic tours North Amer
ica, the Pittsburgh Symphony Orchestra 
will be the resident orchestra in Israel. 

For William Steinberg, the director of 
the superb Pittsburgh Orchestra, the cul
tural exchange program will be of spe
cial significance. Mr. Steinberg was one 
of the founding fathers of the Palestine 
Symphony Orchestra and has continued 
to maintain a close association with the 
orchestra. 

Music lovers in Israel will undoubtedly 
be delighted to discover next year that 
the talents and energies which Mr. Stein
berg exhibited in the early days of the 
Palestine Orchestra, have continued to 
expand since his arrival in Pittsburgh as 
the director of one of the foremost or
chestras of the world. 

TRIBUTE TO JUDGES. SAMUEL DI 
FALCO 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, recently 
it was my great pleasure to host a testi
monial luncheon honoring the outstand
ing Italian-American of the year, the 
Honorable Samuel DiFalco. 

I ask unanimous consent that my re
marks, which appeared in the program, 
be printed in the RECORD. Judge DiFalco 
deserves the highest commendation; I 
would hope that more of our citizens be
come aware of his fine achievements. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE MAN HONORED TODAY 
(Remarks of the Honorable VANCE HARTKE, 

senior U.S. Senator, Indiana) 
When the Story of the contributions of 

the Italian immigrant family and their chil
dren is told, it will speak of the enrichment 
of the American way of life in culture, 
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music, science, law and in every other field 
of endeavor. 

The man we honor, an immigrant himself, 
born in Italy and brought here by his im
migrant parents is the Story. He 1s repre
sentative and exemplifies the best that Italy 
has given to America. In spite of the great 
obstacles that had to be overcome, the 
Italian-Americans because of their dedica
tion, unselfish devotion and desire to give 
and to be the recipient of the opportunities 
afforded them in America, have taken their 
place as leaders, like Judge Di Falco, in every 
field of endeavor throughout the length and 
breadth of America. The spirit and sub
stance of Judge Di Falco's achievements dur
ing his distinguished career embrace those 
inherent mom! am.d SJp!ritual ve.Iues whioh 
have traditionally nourished our civ111za
tion. A dedicated person and devoted public 
servant, Judge Di Falco has been an attor
ney for the United States Government, 
Member of the New York City Council, Jus
tice of the Supreme Court and, at present, 
Surrogate of the County of New York. 

Judge Di Falco has received the recogni
tion of the entire community and has shared 
his success with his fellow-man by giving 
of himself for and on behalf of every worthy 
cause. He is Chairman, Director, Trustee 
and/or Member of thirty-one outstanding 
organizations of all denominations, color or 
creed and has been the recipient of twenty
nine citations and awards. 

I am honored and privileged to present 
to Surrogate s. Samuel Di Falco, whose ca
reer has rarely been equalled in our com
munity, as the outstanding Italian-Amer
ican of the year, this scroll in loving 
memory of Francis Cardinal Spellman. 

THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSALS 
RELATING TO EMPLOYMENT 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in his re
cent message on civil rights to the Con
gress, President Johnson reaffirmed his 
commitment to the series of civil rights 
proposals which he presented to the Con
gress last year. As a cosponsor of the 
legislation which embodies these pro
posals, I should like to take this occasion 
to do the same. 

I should like to comment particularly, 
however, on the proposals relating to em
ployment, since they are my special re
sponsibility as chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Employment, Manpower, and 
Poverty of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. Last year the "Equal Em
ployment Opportunity" title of the om
nibus civil rights bill was introduced by 
me as S. 1308, with the senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS] as cospon
sor. The bill was referred to the sub
committee, which I chair, and hearings 
were held on May 4 and 5. 

Testimony was received on behalf of 
the administration from the Attorney 
General, the Secretary of Labor, anC:. the 
then Chairman of the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission. Wit
nesses also appeared on behalf of the 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, the National Employment Asso
ciation, and the private business com
munity. The bill was then reported by the 
subcommittee to the full Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. I am hopeful 
that within the very near future the full 
committee will meet to report this legis
lation to the Senate. 

The need for new legislation to 
strengthen the enforcement powers of 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-

mission created by Congress in 1964 was 
clearly demonstrated in the subcommit
tee hearings last year. The Commission 
has the duty of administering title VII 
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which pro
hibits discriminatory employment prac
tices on the part of employers, unions, 
and employment agencies. The Commis
sion receives and investigates complaints 
of discrimination, but its ability to deal 
with discriminatory practices is severely 
limited. Even when the EEOC finds that 
a business, a union, or an employment 
agency has committed an unlawful em
ployment practice, the Commission can
not order termination of the violation. 
All that the Commission can do is use 
the "informal methods of conference, 
conciliation, and persuasion" provided 
for under existing law. 

It is, of course, desirable to have dis
putes settled by informal means. How
ever, the experience of State fair em
ployment agencies has shown that the 
power to persuade or to conciliate is not 
enough. If an administrative body is to 
be truly effective, it must have enforce
ment power. The existence of such power 
means not only that, when necessary, 
the agency can order the correction of 
unlawful practices, but also that the abil
ity of the agency to obtain successful 
conciliation will be increased. 

We must strengthen the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission. The 
Commission has endeavored to make full 
use of the powers which it possesses. 
Nonetheless, in far too many cases where 
discrimination has been found, the 
Commission has bee:1. unable to effect 
successful conciliation. The bill now un
der consideration will remedy this situa
tion. The bill empowers the EEOC to is
sue, after a prQper hearing, orders which 
may be enforced in the Federal courts 
requiring the cessation of discriminatory 
employment practices. 

The power which the bill would grant 
the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission is similar to that now pos
sessed by the NLRB and other adminis
trative agencies. Passage of this legis
lation is essential if we are to realize the 
goal, set by the Congress in 1964, of 
abolishing job discrimination and afford
ing true equality of opportunity. We 
must recognize our responsibility and act 
quickly in this vital area. 

CLIFFORD NOMINATION GETS 
STRONG EDITORIAL SUPPORT 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 
these days it is reassuring to find such 
solid support for the latest nomination 
for high office by President Johnson
Mr. Clark M. Clifford for the position of 
Secretary of Defense. 

In that connection, I ask unanimous 
consent that several editorials on this 
nomination be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Portland (Oreg.) Press Herald, 
Jan. 23, 1968] 

CLARK CLIFFORD BRINGS MANY AsSETS TO 
DEFENSE DEPARTMENT POST 

The more one examines the choice of Clark 
Clifford to succeed Robert McNamara as Sec
retary of Defense, the more astute the Presi
dent appears in selecting him. 

Unlike the former president of the Ford 
Motor Company, who came directly from 
Detroit to Washington, Clifford has had wide 
experience in government, going back to the 
1940's when he was a principal adviser to 
President Truman in his 1948 campaign (he 
told Truman to come out fighting and it 
paid off.) Later he served as special counsel 
to Mr. Truman, President Kennedy chose 
him to carry out liaison with the retiring 
Eisenhower Administration, and he has car
ried out a number of "delicate" assignments 
since, both for the late President and his 
successor. 

During his college days he was known as 
a practical joker, and he retains a sense of 
humor-an asset of priceless value in Wash
ington. Mr. Clifford, on the record, gets along 
well with members of Congress-Sec. Mc
Namara often did not--and so far as the 
Vietnam war goes he 1s in accord with the 
hawkish school of intimates that surround 
the President. 

It is hardly necessary to say that all of 
his talents w111 be needed in what may be 
the second most important job in the Fed
eral Government--running the Pentagon. 
Robert McNamara, with all his faults, firmly 
established the superiority of civi11an leader
ship over the power-hungry service chiefs 
who had dominated it, and this w111 help 
ease Mr. Clifford's path. If Mr. Johnson later 
needs to make more difflcult military deci
sions linked with the war, Clark Clifford will 
be a persuasive salesman before congres
sional committees. 

And surely Mr. Johnson is counting on his 
sage advice in the election campaign now 
getting underway. 

[From the Minneapolis Tribune, Jan. 24, 
1968] 

CLIFFORD: No STRANGER TO THE PENTAGON 

The appointment of Clark Clifford as sec
retary of defense seems to us an excellent 
choice; not because of his reputation for 
supporting American policy in Southeast Asia 
but because he will bring to the omce a 
unique knowledge of the defense establish
ment along with a high degree of respect 
from most people in Washington. 

Although Clifford wryly rejected the lan
guage of the aviary, he is known as a hawk. 
This is no surprise. The President would 
hardly have selected a defense secretary 
wearing the philosophical feathers of Sen. 
McCarthy or Dr. Spock. 

More important is Clifford's long-time role 
as intimate adviser to the past three Demo
cratic presidents. As special counsel to 
Harry S. Truman, he was a major architect 
in planning the unification of the armed 
services. 

Clifford's acceptance on Capitol Hill was 
1llustrated by the praise with which his ap
pointment was greeted by senators with op
posing views on Vietnam Senate confirma
tion is unlikely to be a problem. 

Where the problem lies wm be in pre
venting a widening of the war. The restraint 
urged by Robert McNamara has been over
ridden by removing more North Vietnamese 
targets from the restricted list. Military 
spokesmen are becoming more insistent that 
a stop in the bombing would be severely 
damaging to U.S. interests. And Clifford is 
known to have opposed past bombing halts. 

St111, Clifford will bring a fresh viewpoint 
to the Pentagon. The esteem in which he is 
held means that critics of military policy 
wm listen with new attention to what he 
has to say. It means, too, that should Clifford 
propose any kind of moderation in what 
appears to be creeping escalation in South
east Asia, his opinions may carry more weight 
than those of his predecessor. 

After World War II, Clifford withstood 
persuasive arguments against military uni
fication. It is reasonable to assume that he 
w111 have the same objectivity in dealing 
with military policy in Vietnam. 
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(From the Baltimore (Md.) News American 
Jan. 25, 1968] 

THE NEW DEFENSE SECRETARY 

President Johnson observed recently to a 
friend that he could not recall a single week 
since he entered the White House that he 
had not consulted Clark Clifford on some 
major national or international problem. 

The scope of the behind-scenes role of the 
secretary of the defense-designate during the 
White House tenure of both Presidents John
son and Kennedy is far broader and more 
penetrating than most outsiders suspect. 

Ever since President Kennedy summoned 
Clifford to investigate the CIA following the 
1961 Bay of Pigs disaster, Clifford has been 
virtually a full-time presidential adviser 
without pay and without title. 

In a noisy capital where whole careers are 
built upon publicity alone, Clifford possesses 
a highly-developed sense of discretion that is 
as rare a commodity as his superior mental 
agility. 

President Kennedy offered Clifford several 
high posts, but he declined them. President 
Johnson offered him the job of attorney gen
eral, undersecretary of state and White House 
special adviser. 

Clifford refused those offers, too, with the 
explanation he felt he was more "useful" 
in an informal capacity, where he could es
cape time-consuming administrative chores 
and the limitations of a clearly prescribed 
jurisdiction. 

Meanwhile Clifford found time and energy 
to become a popular Washington drawing 
room figure and to earn more than a half 
million dollars a year from his prosperous 
law business. 

This columnist once asked Clifford how he 
managed to remain so highly regarded by a 
broad spectrum of political acquaintances de
spite the delicate, controversial and some
times onerous White House projects in which 
he was constantly involved. 

It was typical of Clifford that he replied 
not with polite coyness but in a straightfor
ward manner. 

"Perhaps it is because I am not in com
petition with anybody," he said. "They all 
know I don't want any job." 

But at his most persistent and persuasive 
best, President Johnson is difficult to refuse, 
even for an independent fellow like Clifford. 
And Clifford, at 61, was the President's first 
and only choice to be Robert McNamara's 
replacement in the third biggest (and tough
est) job in the federal government. 

Although he will not concentrate entirely 
upon defense matters, Clifford has in the past 
frequently been consulted about domestic 
politics. 

Currently he sees a considerable parallel 
between the vulnerable situation of Presi
dent Johnson and that of Harry s. Tru
man in 1948. And of course, Truman-listen
ing to Clifford's advice--won an upset victory. 

STANLEY DRAPER, OKLAHOMA 
BUTIJ)ER, RETIRES 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, a 
visitor to the capital of my home State, 
Oklahoma City, will probably ride into 
town on the Stanley Draper Expressway. 

In nearby Midwest City, Oklahoma's 
third largest city, there is a street named 
Draper Drive. 

South of both Oklahoma City and 
Midwest City, a huge lake provides rec
reational, municipal, and industrial 
water. This new lake is named Stanley 
Draper Lake. 

A few weeks back, as Oklahoma 
marked her 6'0th birthday, I spoke here 
in tribute to the magnificent growth of 
our State. Much of the State's growth, 
and particularly that ot Oklahoma City, 

is due to the energies and ambitions of 
Stanley Draper. 

Mr. Draper retires this month after 
48 years of service with the Oklahoma 
City Chamber of Commerce. His tenure 
with the chamber, including 40 years as 
managing director and executive vice 
president, has been aptly termed t~e 
"Draper Era" by the Oklahoma City 
Times. 

The Tulsa Tribune, published in a city 
which has long rivaled Oklahoma City 
for industry and growth, called Draper 
an "able opponent" and credited him: 

More than any other person, Stanley 
Draper shaped the modern Oklahoma City. 

Delivering due credit, yet remember
ing him as an opponent, the Tribune 
concludes: 

Stanley Draper will rank among the top 
city-builders in American history. He is a 
very great Oklahoman-and we can't wait 
for him to retire. 

Mr. Draper's retirement was noted in 
the Oklahoma Journal, with the com
ment that his retirement comes at the 
time that "Oklahoma City is basking in 
its finest oour." 

Mr. President, I-as all Oklahomans 
do-must voice my appreciation for the 
half century of service given by Stanley 
Draper to the development of his city 
and his State. 

Stanley Draper's story is the story of 
dynamic growth of Oklahoma City-a 
story of determination, drive, and des
tiny. 

In tribute to this man's contributions, 
I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing editorial comments be included 
in the RECORD at this point: 

''Retirement of Stanley Draper,'' from 
the Oklahoma Journal of January 2, 
1968; 

"Tulsa's Able Opponent,'' from the 
Tulsa Tribune of January 2, 1968; and 

"Draper Era Ending," from the Okla
homa City Times of January 3, 1968. 

There being no objection, the edito
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as. follows: 
[From the Oklahoma City Times, Jan. 3, 1968] 

"DRAPER ERA" ENDING 

The announcement by Stanley C. Draper 
that he will retire January 31 as executive 
vice president of the Oklahoma City Chamber 
of Commerce (see letter elsewhere on this 
page) brings to a close a remarkable era in 
the life of this community. 

In his 48 years of service with the chamber, 
Draper was the right man in the right place 
at the right time to be a driving force for the 
development of a great city. 

From its earliest days this city has been 
blessed with far-sighted "city buUders." It 
was Oklahoma City's good fortune that a 
"city builder" such as Draper came along to 
be a catalyst for other "city builders" so that 
the maximum thrust of all could be exerted 
to get things done. 

For the secrets of Draper's ~uccess were 
not only his dreams and his restlessness, but 
the fact that he had the confidence of key 
leaders in the community. That extended 
even to their willingness to advance money to 
the chamber for intended projects long before 
they could be divulged publicly (such as the 
initial purchase of land for Tinker). 

Another key to his achievements was that 
Draper, unlike some promoters, never profited 
financially by any project he pushed. Even 
his strongest critics never were able to chal· 
lenge his personal honesty in all his many 
projects with their often intricate financial 
transactions. 

The list of projects he "engineered" into 
reality is endless. His willingness to step out 
now undoubtedly comes because one of the 
greatest was achieved just this past month
the federal funding of the downtown urban 
renewal program. Also, this past year the 
chamber succe~sfully weathered one of the 
sternest challenges in its history, the grand 
jury investigation. 

Doubtless we never shall see anyhing like 
the "Draper era" again. Not only are the 
Stanley Drapers few and far between in this 
world, but the community is changing. More 
power centers are evolving so that no single 
institution dominates. 

Increasingly, the day of the professional
particularly in governmental bureaucracies
is here so that decisions crucial to Oklahoma 
City are made elsewhere, whether in regional 
offices in Fort Worth and Austin or in Wash
ington, D.C. 

Yet more than ever cities are finding they 
have a dearth of needed men of the type of 
Stanley C. Draper-persons who can see 
the big picture, who can boil down needs 
to specific programs, and then can awaken 
interest, spark endeavors, and keep everlast
ingly at it, encouraging, needling, and 
pressuring. 

There wtll not be another Stanley Draper, 
and we wtll be wasting time if we wait for 
one to come along. But to continue to pro
gress, our community must find others who 
can think big, and drive personally and work 
with others to make things happen. 

[From the Oklahoma Journal, Jan. 2, 1968] 
RETIREMENT OF STANLEY DRAPER 

The announcement by Stanley Draper that 
he would retire as executive vice-president 
of the Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce 
was not unexpected, of course, since the time 
inev.ttably arrives when all busy men either 
elect to set aside the cares of their offices or 
are obliged to for physical reasons. 

In this case we are pleased to note Mr. 
Draper is relinquishing the reins of his office 
while he is st111 able to prosecute his duties 
vigorously. 

The accomplishments of the Chamber dur
ing the past year amply attest this. 

The long-time director of Oklahoma City's 
Chamber could not have chosen a more aus
picious time to doff his mantle and recom
mend its placement upon the shoulders of 
another. 

He does so at a time when Oklahoma City 
is basking in its finest hour-the hour when 
the downtown sector is about to be revital
ized. 

Dazzling as many of the headlines were 
that greeted Oklahoma City Chamber 
achievements during the past year, none 
augured more auspiciously for the future 
than the announcement of the $3.5 million 
federal grant that will get project 1-A of 
Oklahoma City's redevelopment underway. 

And chafing as it is for Mr. Draper to be 
given credit where he claims it is not his 
full due, still it must be recognized that his 
part in the present development might be 
considered among his crowning achieve· 
ments. 

Certainly, we as a new editorial voice on 
the Oklahoma City scene, are not unappreci
ative of all Stanley Draper has meant to the 
progress of Oklahoma and Oklahoma City 
in particular. 

We wish him and his wife well in their 
projected tr.ips about the world, and at the 
same time we hold him to his promise to 
keep telling the story of Oklahoma and Okla
homa City. 

[From the Tulsa Tribune, Jan. 2, 1968] 
TuLSA'S ABLE OPPONENT 

Stanley Draper, executive vice-president of 
the Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce 
for 40 years, has announced his retirement 
at the end of this month. This amazing man 
is worth more than a polite wave-off. 
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More than any other person, Stanley Draper 

shaped the modern Oklahoma City. He was 
a pragmatist-not an ideologist. Although 
practically all his financial support came 
from a business community that was gen
erally hostile to Big Government he used 
every possible political angle and pressure to 
make Big Government build Oklahoma City. 

Oklahoma City gained huge direct gov
ernment payrolls and several major indus
tries in the years when it was the home town 
of two powerful U.S. senators-Kerr and 
Monroney. 

Stanley Draper strove to make Oklahoma 
City's position in Oklahoma the same as that 
of Boston in Massachusetts, Atlanta in Geor
gia, Des Moines in Iowa and Salt Lake City in 
Utah-that is, not merely the seat of gov
ernment, but the unchallenged metropolis 
of the state. 

When signs of economic distress were de
tected in Tulsa in the early '50s the Okla
homa City Chamber began passing the word: 
"Don't hitch your future to a falling star!" 

Until river navigation became assured for 
Tulsa the project was lampooned in Okla
homa City and some efforts were made to 
block it. But as soon as it became apparent 
that the Arkansas-Verdigris project was go
ing through a fantastically-expensive scheme 
for bringing barges up the Deep Fork creek 
to Oklahoma City went on the drawing 
boards and Tulsans were asked to show their 
bigness by getting behind it. Some naive Tul
sans turned out to be bigger than the editor 
of The Tribune. 

That Tulsa survived the onslaughts of 
Stanley Draper is less a tribute to our leader
ship than to the tremendous natural ad
vantages Tulsa has going for it. As a matter 
of fact, we were out-euchred, out-pokered 
and plainly outrun on many occasions. 

But Stanley Draper's imagination was far 
larger than that required by an old-fashioned 
two-cities fight. He was one of the first to 
recognize the leap forward a city could gain 
if it were surrounded by strong universities 
and advanced research programs. 

At the time Tulsa's Roy Lundy adminis
tration was scornfully referring to express
ways as "sooper doopers" Stanley Draper was 
shaping an expressway network rthrut is now 
about seven years ahead of ours. His futuris
tic plans for rebuilding the central core of 
Oklahoma City are staggering, and in spite 
of the fact that Oklahoma City is placed in 
the middle of an unlovely prairie, and marred 
by oil fields, shacktowns, dumps and a frac
tious alluvial river, the beautification pro
gram is bold and imaginative. 

The Caesars could rebuild Rome any way 
they wanted to. Louis XIV had only to issue 
an order and new boulevards transformed 
Paris. But Stanley Draper had to persuade, 
cajole, threaten and bulldoze action out of 
a city council that was often at open warfare 
with itself. When progress stalled he mobi
lized the leading citizens to crunch down the 
barriers. 

A gut-fighter-that's Stanley Draper. Yet 
he has never lost his humor, his bounce and 
his charm. Even Tulsans who knew they 
might get slugged had to love him. 

And he has at last paid us a compliment. 
One of his latest proposals is a future super
sonic jet airport somewhere out around 
Stroud. This is significant. He would never 
have suggested it halfway between the two 
major cities if he still entertained hopes that 
Tulsa would wither away. 

Stanley Draper will rank among the top 
city-builders in American history. He is a 
very great Oklahoman-and we can't wait 
for him to retire. 

AMERICAN FLAG STAMP-RE-
MARKS BY POSTMASTER LARRY 
O'BRIEN 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD remarks by the distin-

guished Postmaster General of the 
United States, the Honorable Lawrence 
F. O'Brien, at the first-day ceremony of 
the American flag stamp, which was 
held in the Postmaster General's recep
tion room at the Department in Wash
ington. 

I had the honor to attend that cere
mony and to participate in activities in
augurating the issuance of a new Amer
ican flag stamp issued in the 6-cent 
denomination. 

The Post Office Department always 
issues a stamp picturing "Old Glory" in 
each issue of regular first-class denomi
nations. I am particularly pleased that 
the Department has completed its work 
in issuing a new flag stamp this early 
after the enactment of the recent postal
rate statute. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY POSTMASTER GENERAL LAWRENCE 

F. O'BRIEN AT THE FIRsT DAY CEREMONY OF 

THE AMERICAN FLAG STAMP, WASHINGTON, 
D.C., JANUARY 24, 1008 

I am very pleased that my good friends 
Senator Monroney and Congressman Dulski 
could join with us for this ceremony on the 
first day of our colorful new six-cent flag 
stamp. 

I certainly wish to thank another strong 
advocate of better mail service, Chairman 
Roy Hallbeck of the Government Employes' 
Council for co-sponsoring this dedication 
ceremony, This is but one more of many pub
lic service efforts on the part of the Council 
which represents more than a million Fed
eral employees in 34 .AFL-CIO organizations. 
Many of the leaders of those organizations 
and independent postal organizations are 
here with us today, and I wish them to know 
how welcome they are at this important cere
mony. 

And this ceremony is important. It is im
portant because we are issuing a new 6-cent 
postage stamp, designed to augm.ent the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt issue. The stamp itself 
goes on sale throughout the nation tomor
row, and wUI stay on sale 1ndefin!tely as a 
regular issue. It is also important to me, per
sonally, because the subject matter of the 
stamp itself permits me to discuss a matter 
I have been concerned about for some 
months. 

We all learned the story of the decllne of 
ancient Greece and of the Roman Empire. 
Many books have been written and millions 
of words uttered on the subject, and there 
have been almost as many reasons presented 
as there have been books and authors. 

I certainly do not claim to have the true 
answer, nor can I contribute new proof or 
new theories. 

But I do know what the symptoms of a 
declining nation would be. 

One of the main symptoms would be a 
growing indifference to vital national sym
bols, a gradual lack of concern about those 
physical manifestations, unimportant in 
themselves, but which gain a broad accept
ance by their history and their relationship 
with the national purpose and the national 
character. 

Perhaps the most important symbol is a 
nation's flag. As President Johnson has said, 
"The American flag may be only a piece of 
bunting, sewn by human hands, but it sym
bolizes the very meaning of this great Na
tion-our determination to go on developing 
a free society with abundant opportunities 
for every citizen and to keep extended the 
hand of friendship to all peoples every
where." 

Our flag is both impressive and unique. 
It is a unique flag because it conveys, in 

a meaningful way, the story of our nation's 
growth. 

We begin with the stripe6;. Thirteen of 
them . . . not a number chosen at random, 
but thirteen because we began as thirteen 
divided, squabbling, subject colonies. 

Fifty stars-stars because we have al
ways felt this nation was concerned with 
certain high principles and ideals, stars which 
gradually grew from thirteen to fifty. This 
growth reminds us all that we are still a 
nation of infinite possib111ty. 

Thus our flag is a lesson in philosophy, 
in political science, in history. 

In addition, there are countless individual 
acts, each of which has added to the meaning 
of the flag. 

Again and again throughout our history, 
American fighting men have sacrificed their 
lives to protect the flag of our country. 
Our young men--our country's finest
are giving that ultimate measure of devotion 
this instant in Vietnam, as they have always 
done at the outposts of freedom. 

I wish every American would read through 
the list of citations accompanying the Con
gressional Medal of Honor, to see the great 
tradition of heroic concern about our flag. 

In 1871, our Navy was involved in an ex
pedition in Korea, resUJlttng f!OOln. 18m. unpro
voked attack by the Koreans. The last phase 
of that early involvement in the Far East 
included an attack by American marines and 
sailors on a key Korean fort. In that brief 
but bloody engagement a young man named 
Cyrus Hayden distinguished himself for ex
traordinary valor by climbing to the ram
parts of the fortress and planting our flag. 
As th.e citation reads, he then " ... pro
tected it under a heavy fire from the enemy." 

Cyrus Hayden was ·an ordinary carpenter. 
He did not have to attend a university to 
know the meaning of a national symbol. 
America has been rich in its Cyrus Haydens, 
and their valor has been molded into the 
glory of our flag. 

For our flag is no less than a badge of 
American courage and purpose. 

During our 192 years of national existence, 
war has claimed almost two and one half 
Inillion American casualties. 

When we honor our flag we honor what 
our country stands for and the men who have 
given every measure of devotion to maintain 
our nation against its enemies. 

I remember as a boy my father removing 
his hat when the flag passed by. My father 
was not born here. He came to America as 
an imm1grant, and though he encountered 
much prejudice, he always understood clearly 
that the American flag represented high as
piration and the goal of freedom from prej
udice. 

We hear much about flag burners and de
filers today-but they are a handful 
on the far edge of our society. The real enemy 
is indifference and apathy, for indifference 
and apathy sap the fibre of nrutions and ulti
mately destroy them from within. 

And this is why we are so proud of this 
new stamp. Flag stamps, such as this one by 
designer Steven Dohanos, have always been 
among the most popular. The m1111ons of 
Americans who use this stamp will quite 
literally be showing the flag, the flag that so 
often in history has signaled the rescue of 
nations, the defeat of tyrannies, the break
ing of light where no sun would shine. 

RETIREMENT OF CLYDE ELLIS, 
A GREAT REA LEADER 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 
the evening of January 15, with nearly 
1,200 of his friends , I had the pleasure of 
attending a dinner honoring a former 
colleague in the House of Representa
tives, the Honorable Clyde Ellis, on the 
occasion of his retirement as general 
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manager of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association. 

Members of Congress, leaders in rural 
electrification, and hundreds of other 
men and women devoted to the develop
ment of the Nation's resources joined 
in recognizing Clyde Ellis' great leader
ship and dedication over the 25 years 
since the establishment of the NRECA. 

Mr. Ellis is well known to Members 
of this body, and I am sure I do not need 
to review his wonderful contribution to 
the cause of rural electrification and 
rural economic growth. Over the years 
he has met every challenge to the coop
eratives, and he has led in the current 
effort to devise a system that will broad
en their financial resources in order to 
satisfy the rapidly rising demand for 
electric power. 

Fortunately for the Nation, Clyde Ellis 
is not really retiring. He has agreed to 
serve as a special consultant to the Sec
retary of Agriculture. Secretary Freeman 
has announced that his work will place 
"special emphasis on building town and 
country, U.S.A., so rural-urban balance 
can become, like rural electrification, not 
a dream, but a reality." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an account of the gathering in 
honor of Clyde Ellis, from thie Rum! 
Electric Newsletter of January 19, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the account 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ONE THOUSAND Two HUNDRED HONOR ELLlS 

AT DINNER 
Almost 1,200 well-wishers-including Vice 

President Hubert Humphrey and many mem
bers of Congress-gathered to pay tribute to 
Clyde T. Ellis here Monday night. 

The gala affair honoring "Mr. Rural Elec
trification" brought together representatives 
of rural electrics, labor, public power groups 
and cooperative organizations-all backers of 
Consumers Information Committee, sponsor 
of the event. 

Ellis, who was instrumental in helping to 
form ere, stepped down as general manager 
of NRECA last fall after nearly 25 years in the 
post. However, as keynote speaker Orville 
Freeman, Secretary of Agriculture, noted: 

"Today is for Clyde Ellis commencement 
day, not graduation day. Fortunately, for all 
of us, he wm continue as Mr. Rural Elec
trification." In so saying, Freeman announced 
that Ellis had accepted an appointment to 
serve as a special consultant to the Secre
tary of Agriculture. He said Ellis' work would 
place "special emphasis on building Town 
and Country U.S.A. so rur.al-Ul'ban bt=mam:e 
can become, like rural electrification, not a 
dream, but a reality." 

Freeman said, "The hand of Clyde Ellis is 
in the lights that blaze over rural yards that 
once were dark from dusk to dawn-five mU
Uon of them across the land. 

"It is in the steel plant in rural Congaree, 
S.C., and in hundreds of other plants that 
offer new hope and new directions to mlllions 
of Americans. . . . 

"His hand is in hi::;tory's greatest produc
tion achievement, that of the American 
farn1ers. 

"His hand is in electric cooperatives formed 
or being formed in 25 countries throughout 
the world." 

Vice President Humphrey, who escorted 
Ell1s to the platform, called the occasion "a 
richly deserved tribute to a man who has 
given so much to so many." 

"America is a better country tonight be-

cause of a fellow named Clyde Ellis," said 
the Vice President. 

In a reference to the great esteem for Ell1s 
in Washington, Humphrey said, "I've seen 
more Senators here tonight than I saw in 
the Senate today. I must say most of the 
House of Representatives seems to be here 
too." 

Other speakers included Robert D. Part
ridge, acting general manager of NRECA, and 
Andrew Biemiller, director of legislation for 
the AFL-CIO. 

A plaque was presented to Ellis by Alex 
Radin, general manager of the American 
Public Power Association, who called Ellis, 
"a giant in every sense of the word." The 
plaque was awarded by ere. Entertainment 
included rural electrification folk songs sung 
by Joe GlaZer, including one specially writ
ten for the occ:as1on. 

Master of Ceremonies Pat Greathouse, CIC 
chairman, read messages from some of those 
unable to attend: Harry s. Truman, Everett 
Dirksen, Mike Mansfield, John McCormack, 
Robert F. Kennedy, Tony Dechant of the Na
tional Farmers Union, George Meany of the 
AFL-010, Oren Lee Staley of the National 
Farmers Organization. 

Finally, Ellis himself moved to the speaker's 
desk. 

It was, he allowed, "a historic occasion
for it renders Clyde Ellis almost speechless." 

But Ellis did do a little reminiscing. 
And if there were those present who 

thought the affair was marking the end of 
El11s' career, he quickly set them straight: 

"There seems to be a rumor abroad that 
Ellis is retlring. That ain't so." 

Those who know him recognize that his 
new work as a consultant to the Secretary of 
Agriculture, as well as his work as a special 
consultant to the NRECA Board of Directors 
and general manager emeritus will be but a 
part of the many activities Ell1s will be in
volved ln. 

As the Vice President said: "He is a pro
moter of good causes and an organizer of 
good things-positive, persistent and .per
severing." 

RURAL AREAS CAN BE DEVELOPED 
FOR INDUSTRIAL EXPANSION 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 
many occasions I have joined my voice 
with those of many other Senators in 
efforts to slow the migration of our citi
zens from rural areas to the overcrowded 
cities. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of leg
islation dedicated to this purpose, and 
was greatly pleased when the Senate ap
proved my amendment to the economic 
opportunity program which would pro
vide $50 million for studies and plan
ning methods of luring industry into the 
rural areas, thus providing jobs away 
from the troubled cities. 

Many of the Nation's leaders have 
spoken again and again of the necessity 
of promoting rural development as a 
companion to urban redevelopment. 
Among these leaders have been our gra
cious First Lady, Mrs. Lyndon Johnson; 
our Vice President, Hon. HUBERT H. HUM..: 
PHREY; and Secretary of Commerce Alex
ander Trowbridge. 

Another key leader in our efforts to 
answer the problems both of our rural 
area.s and urban areas is Secretary of 
Agriculture Orville Freeman. 

Secretary Freeman has been recog
nized as the "prime mover" in a "Sym
posium on Communities of Tomorrow," 
which was held in Washington on De-

cember 11 and 12, 1967, to discuss the 
future of urban and rural communities. 

An article entitled "Urban Migration 
Reverse Sought," and subheaded "Far 
Reaching Rural Development Effort 
Needed," provides pertinent information 
on the "Symposium on Communities of 
Tomorrow." The article, as prepared by 
the Los Angeles Times Service, was pub
lished in the Sunday, November 19, edi
tion of the Oklahoma Journal, of Okla
homa City. 

As the scope of our efforts to solve 
rural and urban problems reach into the 
life of every American, I ask unanimous 
consent that the article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
URBAN MIGRATION REVERSE SoUGHT: FAR

REACHING RURAL DEVELOPMENT EFFORT 
NEEDED 
WAsHINGTON.-Ironically but inevitably, 

the 1lls of the nation's cities have focused 
new attention on the problems of rural 
America. 

There is a developing effort to reverse the 
effects of the agricultural revolution based 
on machinery, chemicals and modern meth
ods which in the past decade had pushed an 
estimated 10 million persons off the land. 

A majority have headed for the central 
core of the cities in hopes of finding jobs and 
better lives. But, in an increasingly mecha
nized age, they found openings were few for 
workers who lacked the schooling and skills 
now reqUired for most nonfarm jobs. 

Students of urban blight are gloomy about 
chances for improvement until there are 
changes in the factors that are pushing rural 
families off the land and pulllng them toward 
the cities. To bring the problem under con
trol, many social scientists and politicians 
urge far-reaching efforts to develop the eco
nomic potential of the nation's rural hinter
land. 

There is enough interest in this approach 
so that it may well figure in the 1968 presi
dential campaign, probably as an element 
in both party platforms. The shape of con
crete proposals is still developing. 

The concept is sure to be explored at a 
careful:ey--prepared "Symposium on Com
munities of Tomprrow" to be held m Wash
ington Dec. 11 and 12·. While the affa.ir lis 
jointly sponsored by six executive depart
ments, ·the prime mover ,fs Ag!rlcruLture Soore
tary Orville L. Freeman, wih.o has hinted the 
meeting may be a first step toward. a "na
tional policy for urban-rural balance." 

A factual background for the meeting may 
well be provided by the report of a presiden
tial commission on rural poverty which is 
now under analysis at the White House. 

There is speculation that the commission 
report and the symposium may help set the 
stage for a new administration program to be 
unveiled in President Johnson's State of the 
Union message. All ofilcials will say now, 
however, is that they hope to stimulate new 
interest in the challenge and opportunity 
which rural America presents. 

Freeman is the major prophet of the view 
that there is a potential for jobs and llving 
space in rural counties and small cities which 
no longer exist in the metropolitan areas 
where some 140 million Americans live. Free
man is supported in approach, if not in de
tail, by experts of the Commerce Depart
ment's Economic Development Administra
tion (EDA). 

Both Freeman and EDA's economists start 
from the premise that it is both possible and 
desirable to influence the farm-to-metropolis 
migration which has, in half a century, con
verted the United States from an agricul
tural to an urban nation. 
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SENATOR HARRIS SPEAKS ON 

FARM PROBLEM 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the 

agricultural economy of the United 
States faces very serious problems that 
challenge all of us because of their com
plexity and critical effect upon the en
tire world. It is very evident that fewer 
and fewer Americans are devoting the 
time and trouble to farm problems, and 
that an understanding gap is widening 
between the producers and consumers of 
food and fibers. 

My distinguished and brilliant col
league, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
HARRIS], grew up on a farm and worked 
as a farm laborer in order to obtain his 
education. No Member of this body has 
devoted more time to farm economics 
than has Senator HARRIS since he came 
to the Senate in 1964. His insights into 
the down-to-earth aspects of farming 
match splendidly with his far-reaching 
knowledge of both domestic and foreign 
economic factors that bear so heavily on 
the question of future food crises that 
we all worry about. 

On Monday of this week, Senator 
HARRIS spoke at the convention of the 
National Cattlemen's Association, in 
Oklahoma City. His address spans the 
breadth of the agricultural scene. It de
serves the careful attention of all Sen
ators and of all concerned Americans. I 
ask unanimous consent that his remarks 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the r~marks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF U.S. SENATOR FRED R. HARRIS, BE

FORE THE NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S CONVEN
TION AT OKLAHOMA CITY, JANUARY 22, 1968 
I want to talk on two subjects today, close-

ly related yet somewhat different in nature. 
First, I want to say a few words about the 
American cattle industry and you, the pro
ducers of the highest quality beef in the 
world. 

Cattle producers like all agriculturalists 
are gamblers. You gamble on the weather, 
whether it will or won't rain; whether the 
winter will be severe or mild; you gamble on 
disease; you gamble on agriculture itself be
cause you never know if enough h ay or feed 
grains will be produced to supply the market 
and what the prices will be; and, if this is 
not tough enough, you also have to gamble 
on what the market will be when your calves 
are ready to sell. Unfortunately, we have not 
yet determined ways to control the weather, 
though our scientists are working on it. Like
wise with an the preventive medicines, we 
&till cannot guarantee against disease. Fur
thermore, past experience has proved that 
no one can predict exactly what the hay and 
feed grain situation will be from year to year, 
and, last but not least, cattle won't wait for 
a price increase when they are ready for the 
market. 

It is, therefore, necessary and appropriate 
that we, your government, and you, the pro
ducer, work together in the proper ways 
we can to maintain a market which will as
sure you a fair rate of return on your labor 
and investment as you carry out the business 
of producing enough beef of high quality 
to satisfy the demands of American con
sumers. Eiforts are underway to assure the 
cattle producer of a fair deal and a fair price 
for his produce. I am happy that I have 
been able to take part in these efforts, and, 
although you are aware of most of them, I 
would like to review some of these efforts 
at this time. 

Ili/IPORT QUOTAS 
First, several years ago it was recognized 

that steadily increasing amounts of imported 
beef were threatening the stabillty of the 
cattle industry in the United States. In 1964 
the Congress enacted the Beef Import Quota 
Act, which at -that time provided some pro
t~ction to the American cattle producers from 
increased imports of large quantities of for
eign beef. This Act was a step in the right 
direction, but, as we later learned,- it did not 
provide sufficient protection needed in order 
to guarantee a healthy cattle industry in the 
United States. Therefore, 1n 1967, realizing 
that the situation facing the nation's live
stock industry was disturbingly reminiscent 
of the conditions that existed in the dark 
days of 1963-64, I joined with' my colleague, 
Senator Hruska, and 33 other members of the 
Senate in introducing legislation which 
would place further controls on beef imports 
and provide additional protection to the 
American cattle industry from imported beef 
products. 

This legislation proposes six changes in 
the present import quota law which are 
basic to the continued stabll1ty of our do
mestic cattle industry. 

First, the bill would wipe out the extra 
10 per cent of imports now permitted to enter 
this country before quotas are legally ap
plicable. 

Second, the quota of beef to be imported 
into the United States would be set by the 
law itself; thus we would no longer have 
to rely upon the Secretary of Agriculture to 
estimate what the level of imports would 
be during any given year. 

Third, the bill would change the period 
on which total quotas are based. The base 
quota in the present law, for total imports 
of fresh, chilled, and frozen beef, veal, and 
mutton, is set at 725,400,000 pounds, which 
was approximately the average annual im
portation of those products during the 5-year 
period 1959-1963. In the bill I co-sponsored 
the base would be set at 585,500,000 pounds, 
the average annual volume of imports dur
ing the period 1958-1962, a much more rep
resentative base period. 

Fourth, the b1ll proposes that quotas be 
imposed quarterly, instead of annually as 
at present. This change would smooth out 
the flow of imports through the year, to 
prevent unduly high impact on the domestic 
market in any one quarter. 

Fifth, the bill would give authority to the 
executive branch to impose quotas on the 
importation of other meat products, if nec
essary to prevent the damaging effect of in
creased importation of such products. 

Sixth, the bill provides that any purchases 
of beef covered by the quota by the Defense 
Department for military personnel will be 
charged against the quota. 

This bill does not make wholesale or major 
changes in present law and is not, therefore, 
inconsistent with a general, free trade, policy. 

The bill is presently pending in the Sen
ate Finance Committee, of which I am a 
member, and I have urged our Chairman 
to take action on it as quickly as possible. 
The same legislation has also been intro
duced in the House of Representatives, and 
I understand has the strong support of Con
gressman Wilbur Mills of the powerful Ways 
and Means Committee which has jurisdic
tion there. 

DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN MARKETS 
Import quotas are not the answer to all 

the problems facing our domestic cattle in
dustries. Fortunately for the consumer, and 
unfortunately for the producer, we are able 
to grow and process more beef than the 
United States market demands. Beef produc
tion has doubled since World War II, and 
the quality of our beef is unmatched in 
any other country in the world. Consumers 
in the U.S. have grown accustomed to our 
choice beef, but that has not been true of 

the rest of the world. American per capita 
consumption of beef in 1967 was up 2 per
cent over 1966, to a new high of 105.6 
pounds per person. However, at the same 
time, beef production in 1967 also rose by 
2 percent to a new record of 20.1 billion 
pounds. Therefore, per capita consumption 
increased by exactly the same percentage 
as U.S. beef production. These production 
figures, coupled with prices, continue to in
dicate that the American cattlemen are able 
to produce beef in far greater quantities than 
the current market demands. Thus, it is 
obvious that steps must be taken to expand 
the market for beef and beef products if 
we are to avoid continued depressed prices. 

Americans are by no means in first place 
in the category of per capita meat con
sumption. Based on figures of several years 
ago, this nation lags behind at least 4 other 
cattle producing countries in the world in 
the per capita consumption of beef. For 
instance, New Zealanders consume in the 
neighborhood of 250 pounds of beef per per
son per year. Australians consume 220 
pounds; Argentina has a per capita con
sumptlLon of 220 pounds; am.d Uru.guay con
sumes about 205 pounds per person. This 
would indicate that large gains could be 
made in the per capita consumption of beef 
in the United States and our efforts to 
promote the use of beef and beef products 
should be redoubled. However, regardless of 
the volume of domestic consumption history 
has proven that the American cattle pro
ducer can raise a great deal more beef than 
the domestic market can consume. This 
brings me to my second point, which is im
portant to the future stability of the Amer
ican cattle industry. We must concentrate 
on developing the potentials of the world 
market. On September 15, 1966, I stated on 
the floor of the Senate, " ... estimates for 
latent demand for imported beef in Western 
Europe alone range somewhere between 
500,000 and 1,000,000 metric tons per year 
for the six nations of West ern Europe com
prising the European Economic Commu
nity." Estimates of the total worth of this 
market go as high as $750 million per year. 
Although the United States produces about 
one third of the world's beef, we presently 
account for only 2 percent of the world's ex
ports. Both the Department of Agriculture 
and the American Meat Institute are to be 
commended for their past efforts in promot
ing var iety meat exports. However, much re
mains to be done, and streamlined reporting 
of data on agricultural exports and imports, 
compiled and published annually, would 
permit small and large processors all over 
the U.S. to consider participation in these 
and other profitable foreign markets. In 
order to enable the American cattle industry 
to gain a broader view of export opportuni
ties, I co-sponsroed a bill introduced on 
June 16, 1966, which would require the Secre
tary of Agriculture to report to the Con
gress each year certain information· relating 
to the import and export of agricultural 
commodities. This, of cou.se, is not a com
plete answer to the need for development 
of export markets for United States beef. 

Along w1 th a better knowledge of market 
avallabillty, we must also help stimulate for
eign consumers to desire the quality beef 
produced in the United States, we must de
velop more efficient and economical methods 
of packaging and processing, and we must 
continue to improve shipping techniques in 
order to reduce freight costs. We have made 
significant breakthroughs in this latter area 
in the past two to three years. As a result 
of investigations into export markets for 
American beef, conducted by the Senate 
Select Committee on Small Business, of 
which I am a member, steamship lines re
duced their rates to European markets by 
as much as 25 per cent in 1965, and similar 
action was taken by commercial airlines. 
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The big challenge in the future is whether 

we can develop the demand for our high 
quality beef in these foreign markets, and 
whether we can break down the poll tical 
barriers which have traditionally plagued our 
efforts to develop export markets in the past. 
The former is primarily up to you, the pro
ducer, the latter is primarily the responsi
b111ty of your government. We must unite in 
order to produce the desired results. 

ESTATE TAXES AND FINANCING 

Let me talk a little now about this busi
ness of farming and ranching from a purely 
domestic standpoint. A fellow told me about 
ten years ago that in order to start from 
scratch in a farming operation and expect 
to break even, a person would have to be 
preprut"ed to inrvest a;b!out $75,000. I'm sure 
that figure has increased substantially to
day. Most of us don't have access to the 
amount of money necessary to start a farm
ing operation, so one of the principal ways 
a young man can get into agriculture today 
is to inherit a family operation. Even then he 
often must sell part of the operation in 
order to pay estate taxes, and by that time, 
there may not be enough left to make a 
living. 

After participating in investigations of 
federal estate tax problems of independent 
livestock producers conducted by the Select 
Committee on Small Business and after con
sultations with Mr. Bill McMillan, Executive 
Vice President of your organization, and with 
representatives of the National Livestock Tax 
Committee, I introduced on October 31, 1967, 
a bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
for the purpose of guarding against undue 
and unjust tax discrimination in the form 
of estate taxes on family farms, ranches, and 
small businesses. This bill, which is currently 
pending before the Senate Finance Commit
tee, provides that estate taxes on family 
farms, ranches, and certain small businesses 
should be computed on earning value rather 
than on inflated market prices. In recent 
years the upward trend of inflated sales 
prices on farm and ranch properties, pri
marily caused by speculative investing in 
land, has produced higher and higher taxes 
at the death of the owners. Often the heirs 
have little or no cash to pay these death 
taxes, and the effect is to threaten the con
tinuation of the traditional family ranch or 
farm which might otherwise continue as a 
going concern. As a comparison, the evalua
tion of business stocks and securities gener
ally reflect their earning power, and, conse
quently, these stocks and securities can be 
sold upon the death of an individual without 
destroying a family business. Therefore, the 
estates of families consisting of farms and 
ranches or small businesses have in the past 
been discriminated against in comparison 
with those whose estates consist of market
able securities. 

It is my understanding that similar legis
lation is to be introduced in the House of 
Representatives. I have urged the Chairman 
of the Senate Finance Committee to hold 
hearings on this legislation, and I am hopeful 
that action can be taken on it soon. 

But with our ever increasing population 
and ever increasing demands for food, we 
cannot limit the farmers of the future to 
those who are fortunate enough to inherit 
an existing profitable farming operation. We 
must devise some means whereby our young 
men and women with a desire and aptitude 
for farming and ranching can have access 
to the capital required to begin a potentially 
successful operation. 

This can best be accompllshed, I feel, 
through long-term, low-interest loans for 
farmers and ranchers. I have co-sponsored a 
bill introduced by Senator Gaylord Nelson 
of Wisconsin which would J:Ilake such loans 
available tlu'ough the Farmers Home Admin
istration. Under the provisions of this bill, 
young farmers would be able to obtain farm 

loans at an interest rate of 4 per cent. Half 
of the mortgage would be amortized over 40 
years, and the other half would be due and 
payable at the end of the 40 year mortgage 
period, with a provision for refinancing if 
necessary. Adequate long-term, low-interest 
financing is important to guarantee a 
healthy fa.rm and ranch industry in the 
future. 

F1armers and ranchers in recent years have 
been plagued by many dtmculties involving 
prices, fluctuating markets, government re
strictions, land costs and feed oosts. These 
difllculties have certainly taken their toll 
among our !a.rm and ranch population. In 
Oklahoma alone, the number of fa.rms and 
ranches decreased by 6,000 between 19·59 and 
1964. This trend should be checked if 
possible, and I feel that the Young Farmers 
Investment Act is certainly a step in the 
right direction. 

RURAL JOB DEVELOPMENT 

America 1s und.ergo1ng a change at au 
levels and · in every aspect of tts economy. 
For instance, not too many years ago it took 
7·5 per cent of our population to produce 
enough food and fiber to feed themselves 
and the other 25 per cent. Today, barely 6 
per cent of our population produces enough 
food and fiber to feed an entire nation and 
st111 have plenty left over to export to less 
fortunate countries. Not too long ago, 75 
per cent of our population 11ved on farms 
and in small towns and in rural commu
nities. Today, 70 per cent of the people in the 
United States live on less than 1 per cen.t 
of our total land a.rea. 

Between 1950 and 1960, 11 million Ameri
cans moved from the rural areas and 
small towns into the city. It 1s somewhat 
shocking to realize that during the years 
1950 to 1960, the entire growth of the Amer
ican population occurred in the cities. Again, 
unfortunately, statistics indicate that this 
trend has continued and unofllcial estimates 
based on Census Bureau data indicate that 
by 1985, 125 m1llion people--one half of all 
Americans-will be living in three "strip 
cities," reaching from Boston to Washington, 
from Buffalo to Chicago, and from San Fran
cisco to Los Angeles. This is a most dis
tressing trend and one which, unless 
checked, holds serious portent for our 
country. 

The lack of sufficient economic opportuni
ty in rural areas and small towns in Ameri
ca has been one of the principle contribut
ing factors to the migration of the rural 
people from their homes to the congested 
and overcrowded conditions of our already 
burdened metropolitan areas. Unfortunately, 
and regrettably, many of these rural-to
urban migrants lack the education and sk111s 
to compete in the technical labor markets 
of our urban centers. Therefore, many be
come residents of the city slums and ghettos, 
and great human resources are wasted. 
Many people who once made a real contri
bution to society suddenly become depend
ent upon it, unable to cope with the com
plexities of city life. Unless strong steps are 
taken to slow down and reverse this rural
to-urban shift in population the economy 
of rural America will continue to decline 
and the problems of urban America will 
continue to mount. 

National policy, consciously and uncon
sciously, has encouraged our people to move 
from the rural areas and small towns into 
larger cities. This policy demands our atten
tion, and I feel that in our efforts to find 
urgently needed solutions to the very serious 
problems of our urban centers, we have un
fortunately overlooked the long-range con
tribution that full development of rural 
America can make. 

We all recognize that it is far too late to 
save our cities by simply creating a better life 
in the country. However, we could certainly 
contribute to the solution of many of the 

problems of urbanization by stab1lizing or 
perhaps even reversing the current migra
tion of thousands of unskilled people from 
rural America into the slums and ghettos of 
our metropolitan centers. 

Furthermore, we have the technology and 
the resources to extend all the benefits of 
modern living to every American regardless 
of where he chooses to live. 

The Vice President asked a very reasonable 
question in his address to the Future Farm
ers of America last November when he stat
ed, "Is it reasonable and just that rural 
America should lose precious human re
sources while at the same time our cities 
grow ever larger, more congested, more bur
dened wi·th slums?" 

Continued migration of people from ihe 
small towns and rural communities of Amer
ica can be traced almost exclusively to the 
lack of sufficient economic opportunity. Most 
of the problems of rural America would be 
immediately manageable if there were pri
vate jobs in sufficient number and the sk111s 
to perform those jobs. Private jobs are not 
now sufficiently available in rural America, 
and unless we make a concerted effort to at
tract private industries into the small towns 
a~nd rurml communities, these jobs wm IDPt 
become available now or in the future. Jobs 
are the central and foremost need in rural 
America. The availab111ty of jobs would make 
it unnecessary for our displaced agricultural
ists and agriculture workers to migrate to the 
c1rtlies m search of employment and income. 

It is time that we give our citizens a real 
chance and a real choice to live and work 
and raise their families wherever they want 
to. A recent Gallup Poll shows that one-half 
of all ~Americans would prefer to live in 
rural areas and small towns, although only 
one-fourth ao.tu<a!lly do. The avSJilrubillJty of 
gainful employment would surely allow more 
of these people to live in the more relaxed 
atmosphere and less crowded conditions of 
the rural areas and small towns of America. 
Recognizing this need, I introduced last year 
with Senator Jim Pearson of Kansas the 
Rural Job Development Act. This legislation 
calls for tax incentives for private industries 
to locate or expand job producing plants in 
the underdeveloped areas of the United 
States and train the people to do the jobs. 
The Rural Job Development Act would con
tribute a great deal toward the development 
of jobs and the modernization of rural 
America and toward meeting the continued 
problem of the rural-to-urban movement of 
our population. Twenty-three other mem
bers of the Senate joined in co-sponsoring 
the Rural Job Development Act and this 
alone, I feel, indicates that the policy mak
ers of the United States are beginning to 
recognize the need to better uti11ze the un
tapped resources and opportunities of the 
small towns and rural communities of Amer
ica which have long been the backbone of 
this great country. 

The Rural Job Development Act does not 
necessarily represent the only answer to the 
question of bolstering the economy and 
bringing about the modernization of rural 
America. However, it does represent a begin
ning, and I feel it is time that we begin. 
It is a new approach, but we should re
member the words of George Bernard Shaw, 
who wrote, "Some men see things as they 
are and ask, Why? I see things that have 
never been and ask, Why not?" 

If we work together, if we dare to think 
anew, examine new ways of doing things, I 
am confident our country will be stronger 
and better for it. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business may be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen
ate the unfinished business, which will 
be stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill-H.R. 2516-to prescribe penalties 
for certain acts of violence or intimida
tion, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL

SON in the chair) . Under the previous 
unanimous-consent agreement, the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is now 
recognized. -------
REPORT ON FACTFINDING MISSION 

TO THE MIDDLE EAST 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 

my primary purpose in a factfinding 
Inission, January 8-16, to Greece, Tur
key, Cyprus, Israel, and the United Arab 
Republic was to obtain information on 
the two major problems that gained 
world attention during 1967; namely, 
the Arab-Israel war and the Greek
Turkish dispute pertaining to Cyprus
and what dangers these pose for 1968. 
I sought to examine, too, the degree of 
Soviet penetration into the Middle East. 

Varying and divergent viewpoints 
were reflected in discussions with a multi
tude of individuals, including the fol
lowing: King Constantine of Greece; 
chief, Greek Armed Forces; Foreign 
Minister of Israel; chief of staff, Israel 
Army; president, Tel Aviv University; 
President, Cyprus Parliament; deputy 
commander, U.S. 6th Fleet; Foreign Min
ister, United Arab Republic; Spanish 
Ambassador to United Arab Republic; 
Ethiopian Ambassador to United Arab 
Republic; U.S. Ambassadors to Greece, 
Turkey, Israel, Cyprus, and Lebanon. 

I am optimistic concerning Greek
Turkish relations; the same optimism 
does not extend to the settlement of the 
problems existing between Israel and 
the Arab Nations. 

Indeed, I have found the situation in 
the Middle East cause for grave con
cern-and potentially explosive. 

The problems of 20 years between Is
rael and the Arab Nations continue un
abated. Indeed, attitudes appear to have 
hardened since Israel's Inilitary success 
last June. 

With considerable help from the So
viet Union, the Arab nations are rapidly 
rebuilding, modernizing their armies, 
and recovering their confidence and 
morale. 

Beyond the explosive Arab-Israel is
sue, there is the disturbing, even men
acing rise of Soviet power and influence 
in that part of the world. 

The Soviets have converted what ap
peared to be a stunning setback last 
June into a major gain. They are in a 
stronger position with greater influence 
today than at any previous time. 

Ironically, these new Soviet gains ap-

pear to have been possible only with the 
Israel victory. So long as the Arab na
tions were strong, they were successful 
in resisting Soviet attempts at pene
tration. 

But with the Arab defeat, the Soviets 
have been able to capitalize on Arab 
weakness and on the need of the Arab 
nations for military, econoinic, and dip
lomatic support. 

Reports I received during my visit in
dicate that the armed forces of Syria, 
Egypt and Iraq have been almost com
pletely resupplied by the Soviet Union, 
which is assisting in their retraining. 
Estimates are that these three Arab 
countries again have a numerical air 
superiority over Israel in the range of 2 to 
lto3tol. 

If personal conversations with the 
United Arab Republic's Foreign Min
ister can be taken at face value, an amaz
ing confidence has been restored to a 
government which took a smashing de
feat only 7 months ago. 

There seems to be justification for 
such confidence. 

Egypt economically seems to be doing 
surprisingly well. This, despite the fact 
that she has lost first, all revenue from 
the Suez Canal; second, virtually all of 
her heretofore important tourist trade; 
third, 40 percent of her oil which is 
under the Sinai Desert now controlled 
by Israel; fourth, 1 million tons of wheat 
and other grains previously supplied by 
the United States. To compensate for 
the grain loss, she has received 900,000 
tons of grains from the Soviet Union and 
the Eastern Communist countries-and 
from Spain. 

The Soviet Union has also greatly in
creased its advisory missions to Arab 
nations and has posted a fleet of war
ships of some six to 10 submarines and 
36 to 42 surface vessels in the Medi
terranean, apparently to stay. 

For the past several months, and espe
cially since the Israel-Arab conflict in 
June 1967, the Soviets have been increas
ing the number of surface ships, includ
ing new types, in the Mediterranean. 
These vessels have been utilizing port 
facilities in the United Arab Republic 
and in Algiers. 

In addition to increasing their cruiser
destroyer forces-the Soviets have in
troduced an amphibious force with land
ing craft and special troops-marines or 
black berets. · 

The Soviets are building at least two 
aircraft carriers that will be suitable for 
use in antisubmarine warfare or in 
amphibious operations as helicopter 
landing platforms. 

Thus, the Soviets are building a sur
face fleet that can spread its influence in 
direct competition to the U.S. 6Ith Fleet, 
although at the present time it is no 
match for our Mediterranean fleet. 

Historically, Russia has sought access 
to warm-water ports, especially in the 
Mediterranean where it could link up 
with the major trade routes into Asia. 

One of the principal objectives of 
British foreign policy through the era 
of the Pax Brittanica was to p·revent this 
Russian penetration of the Middle East. 
It appears now that the Soviets are 
achieving their long-sought objective-

one which the United States itself 
thwarted 20 years ago. 

In a surprisingly frank discussion, the 
Foreign Minister of the United Arab Re
public made no attempt to hide the fact 
that the Egyptian ports of Alexandria 
and Port Said have become regular and 
important ports for Soviet military ships. 

In reply to my direct observation, he 
acknowledged the Arab nations' grow
ing dependency on the Soviet Union. 

In contrast to Soviet initiatives in the 
Middle East and the Mediterranean, this 
country has followed a wait-and-see 
policy, apparently relying in large meas
ure on Soviet-American cooperation to 
secure a stable peace in the region. 

But, while the United States observes 
an arms embargo to the area, the Rus
sians are supplying huge numbers of 
Mig-21's and other modern equipment 
to the Arab nations. 

This Soviet action threatens to dis
rupt the balance of power and the fragile 
peace now existing in the Middle East. 
The United States may have no other 
choice than to meet Israel's need for air
craft capable of matching the Soviet
supplied Mig's in the hands of the Arabs. 

There is some risk in this action, but 
there could be greater risk in taking no 
action and allowing the balance of power 
in the Middle East to shift decisively 
to one side. 

Our primary efforts, however, should 
be directed toward a permanent settle
ment of the deep issues which divide 
Israel from its neighbors. I am under no 
illusion that this will be easy. 

For ex,ample, an impasse has been 
reached at the starting gate: The Arabs 
have refused to recognize Israel as a 
sovereign nation and will not conduct 
direct negotiations while Israel is hold
ing Arab territory; the Israelis for their 
part insist upon direct talks before giv
ing up any occupied area. 

The Arab nations must realize that 
Israel is here to stay and that it must be 
recognized as a sovereign nation. Sooner 
or later, direct negotiations will be es
sential if a permanent solution is to be 
obtained. 

The Jarring Mission, established by 
the United Nations, is, I feel, serving a 
useful purpose. It arranged a prisoner 
exchange and probably will be success
ful in freeing ships trapped in the suez 
Canal. 

But I am not optimistic about it being 
able to negotiate agreement on major is
sues, particularly so long as the arms 
race continues. 

The developments in the Middle East 
have come rapidly and at a time when 
the United States has been preoccupied 
with the war in Vietnam. With the bulk 
of our fighting men tied down in South
east Asia, and with casualties exceeding 
100,000 for the last 2 years, it is under
standable that we should give Vietnam 
top priority. 

But we must not downgrade develop
ments in the Middle East. 

That area is of great strategic and 
economic importance to the free world, 
and the explosive possibilities are, in my 
judgment, real and continuing. 

In terms of its natural resources, the 
Middle East is vital to the security inter-
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ests of this country and its NATO allies. 
Two-thirds of the world's known oil re
serves are located in that area and three
fourths of the oil available to the free 
world. 

Geographically, the Middle East is one 
of the most strategic areas in the world, 
situated astride the major land, sea, and 
air routes linking Europe, Asia, and 
Africa. 

From a military point of view, it safe
guards the southern flank of NATO and 
protects the sea and air approaches 
across the South Atlantic to the Western 
Hemisphere. Control of this region by 
an enemy would constitute a grave threat 
to the security of Western Europe, a fact 
well recognized by Nazi generals during 
World War II. 

Much of cold war history has been 
written around Soviet attempts to pene
trate this area. In 1946, the Soviets oc
cupied northern provinces of Iran, bring
ing about one of the first serious postwar 
crisis with the West. This was followed 
a year later by the Communist insurrec
tion in Greece, and by continuing Soviet 
pressure on Turkey to give up control 
over the Turkish straits guarding the 
entrance into the Mediterranean. 

These latter events led to the Truman 
doctrine in 1947 and gave impetus to the 
creation of the NATO alliance in 1949. 
Turkey and Greece joined the alliance 2 
years later. 

Soviet pressure in the Middle East has 
continued and even increased with So
viet emphasis, after 1956, on making 
gains in underdeveloped countries. 

The more one looks at the Middle East, 
the more one studies the developments 
there, the more convinced one becomes 
that a long, costly war in Vietnam reacts 
to the advantage of the Soviet Union. 

While we are putting out a fire in the 
pantry, the Soviets are busy setting a 
fuse which could ignite a blaze in the rest_ 
of the house. 

It is for this reason that I have been 
sharply critioal of our conduct of the war 
in Vietnam. Our Government has shown 
little sense of urgency about bringing the 
war to an early and honorable conclu
sion. 

It has refused to admit that a long war 
is advantageous to the Soviet Union; it 
has refused to shut off supplies going to 
the enemy through the North Vietnam 
ports; it has refused to bring effective 
financial and diplomatic pressure against 
allies which continue to trade with the 
enemy-in 1967 alone, 67 ships flying the 
British flag oarried cargo to North Viet
nam-and until recently, the adminis
tration was unwilling or unable to obtain 
effective troop support from Asian na
tions, with the exception of South Korea. 

Events in the Middle East should gov
ern any basic decisions regarding the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organiz.ation. It 
could be a serious mistake to diminish 
our power in Europe at a time when the 
Soviets are beginning to exert strong 
pressures in the Mediterranean. 

Certainly, our worldwide commit
ments are such that maintaining 250,000 
men in Europe is a severe strain on the 
national economy and on our balance
of-payments position. So I subscribe to 
many of the statements made in Senate 
Resolution 49. 

But developments of the last few 
months in the Middle East, the growing 
Russian penetration of that area, the 
accelerated withdrawal of Britain from 
many of her worldwide commitments, 
and the independent, sometimes hostile 
policies of De .Gaulle, lead me to question 
the wisdom of reducing our military 
strength in Europe at this time. 

For these reasons, I am inclined to feel 
that any decision to reduce our forces 
in NATO, as proposed in the Mansfield 
resolution, should be preceded by a 
thorough appraisal of the long-range 
security threat represented by the Soviet 
activities in the Mediterranean and the 
Middle East, and the role of NATO in 
meeting that Soviet challenge. 

NATO, and especially Greece and 
Turkey, has an important role to play in 
securing the peace and maintaining a 
balance of power in the Middle East. 

That is why a war between Greece and 
Turkey over Cyprus would have such 
grave consequences throughout Europe 
and to the United States. Both are val
iant allies. 

Fortunately, the friction between 
Greece and Turkey over Cyprus has less
ened considerably. 

As recently as November, war between 
these two NATO allies seemed imminent. 
Now, the situation has cooled to a point 
where future cooperation appears possi
ble. The indications are that both Greece 
and Turkey will continue to act in good 
faith. 

Much credit for this development be
longs to President Johnson's personal 
envoy, Cyrus Vance, who shuttled be
tween Athens, Ankara, and Nicosia until 
agreements were reached, working 
closely with the excellent U.S . . repre
sentatives in that area-Ambassador 
Phillips Talbot in Greece, Ambassador 
Parker T. Hart in Turkey, and Ambas
sador Taylor G. Belcher on Cyprus. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that, not
withstanding rule VIII, I may be per
mi.ltted to proceed out of order for 
3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE PRESIDENT'S 1968 BUDGET 
CUTBACKS 

Mr. BYRD of west Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, the President's 1969 budget has 
faithfuly carried through the cutback 
enacted by the Congress in December in 
spending for fiscal year 1968. This meas
ure, recommended by the administration, 
itself, was aimed rut the twin dangers 
posed by threats to the American dollar 
from abroad and incipient inflation here 
rut home. 

Our December resolution called for, 
first, reductions in civilian agency obll
grutions below the President's budget 
proposals by an amount equal to 2 per
cent of personnel compensation and 
benefits, and 10 percent of other con
trollable items; and, second, a 10-percent 

reduction for the non-Vietnam programs 
of the Department of Defense. 

The Budget Director testified that the 
combined impact of these reductions 
would be to cut spending for these pro
grams by more than $4 billion, and obli
gations by more than $9 billion below the 
latest prior estimates presented to the 
Congress in August. 

There are some who might be tempted 
to scoff at these efforts and to ask "what 
has happened to the cutback, in light 
of the fact thaJt total 1968 expenditures 
are now estimated to be higher than ever 
before?" 

The answer to these critics is very sim
ple. There are certain expenditures of 
the Federal Government over which the 
executive branch has no control. Even 
the Congress cannot control them with
out basic changes in the underlying stat
utes. And much of this sort of spending 
is now estimated to be higher than fore
cast earlier. Examples are farm price 
supports, public assistance grants, and 
payments to the trust funds for medi
care. These are the programs which have 
gone up-not the spending which is sub
ject to the cutback. 

We should all be crystal clear on one 
point: had the cutback not occurred, 
spending would, in fact, be more than 
$4 billion higher in fiscal year 1968 than 
the budget we have just received indi
cates. The cutback was real. We must 
not allow the fact that other locked-in 
costs for other programs have risen over
ride the fact that important cuts have 
been made with the support of the ad
ministration. Let us look at the Presi
dent's 1969 budget in the same light. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GoRE in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

INTERFERENCE WITH CIVIL 
RIGHTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 2516) to prescribe pen
alties for certain acts of violence or in
timidation, and for other purposes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
pending bill, H.R. 2516, is a matter of 
grave concern to me not because it at
tempts to protect the civil rights of only 
one group, but because the basis upon 
which the bill is predicated really 
amounts to a change in the form of our 
Government to a large degree and also 
sets up a special group of people to be 
protected by a special law applying to 
their rights, rights that should belong to 
everyone. Certainly, whatever protection 
is needed, if any protection is needed in 
addition to the present law, belongs to 
all people, no matter which group they 
may belong to. 
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This is a rather long and involved bill 

because of the constitutional questions 
involved and because of the complica
tions involved in the proposed change. 
The matter has been well and ably pre
sented by many Senators before it has 
become my privilege to speak on the 
matter. 

The Ervin amendments--and I use the 
plural-represent the opposite in view 
and theory with reference to the form of 
our Government and the nature of pro
ceedings to protect rights, and apply to 
everyone across the board, rather than 
just to a group. I certainly expect to 
support the Ervin amendments, and I 
commend the Senator from North Caro
lina highly for the work he has done and 
the fine presentation he has made. 

Also, Mr. President, I wish to make 
clear that in attacking the bill, I cer
tainly cast no reflection at all on the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. HART], the 
author of the bill, who does a good job 
in presenting matters before the Senate. 
He is a hard-working, conscientious gen
tleman, who does a good job whenever he 
takes a problem under his domain, and 
he is eternally at work on something. 

Mr. President, this bill really scrapes 
down to the bottom of the civil rights 
barrel. We are down about as far as we 
could go, I believe, in this type of legis
lation. If enacted, this bill would create 
a special class of citizens entitled to spe
cial Federal rights. It would create a 
whole array of vague, catchall crimes, 
easy to charge and almost impossible, 
in a measure, to defend .against. lit would 
invade the most fundamental rights of 
the States, and would thrust the Federal 
Government into the very heart of vir
tually all local law enforcement. It would 
overthrow long-established principles of 
constitutional law and radically alter the 
relationship between the States and the 
Federal Government, as well as the re
lationship of the citizen to the States 
and to the Federal Government. 

Such heavy penalties for new legisla
tion should be paid only where there is 
a compelling need, and there is none in 
the case of this bill. In the first place, 
Mr. President, every State of our Union 
now has a host of laws covering every 
criminal act that is covered by this bill. 
Many of these offenses are also prose
cutable under existing Federal statutes. 

More important, however, is the fact 
that the problem at which this bill is 
aimed seems steadily to be declining. The 
problem is declining. Fewer so-called 
civil rights crimes are being committed. 
They are of a less serious nature, and 
they are being prosecuted with increas
ing success. I believe that is true all 
across the board. 

When this bill was first introduced as 
title V of the omnibus civil rights bill of 
1966, one of the chief arguments ad
vanced in favor of the bill by the then 
Attorney General, Mr. Katzenbach, was 
a recent series of notorious civil rights 
murders. The cases cited by the then At
torney General in his testimony before 
the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on 
Constitutional Rights were those of 
Medgar Evers, Andrew Goodman, James 
Chaney, Michael Schwerner, Lemuel 
Penn, James Reeb, Mrs. Viola Luizzo, 
Jonathan Daniel, and Vernon Dahmer. 

However, in every one of these cases, 
which were originally cited by the then 
Attorney General to justify this new 
legislation, the suspects have been in
dicted and brought to trial or are await
ing trial now under existing State or 
Federal law. These are not unsolved or 
unprosecuted crimes which can be used 
today to justify the large-scale Federal 
intervention contemplated by this bill. 

These examples not only are out of 
date, but also, they are contradictory of 
claims that present laws are inadequate 
or are not being enforced. That is no 
small fact in this matter. In all those 
cases--and they were serious cases--at 
this time, less than 2 years later, the 
suspects have been indicted and have 
been brought to trial or have been in
dicted and are awaiting trial. It shows 
that there are undoubtedly laws cover
ing the matters and that juries will con
vict in these matters. In all cases, the 
grand juries have indicted. That is the 
practical test. That is the test of tests
what is done at the ground level, so to 
speak, under present l~aw. 

If lax prosecution or lenient punish
ment of crimes of violence is any justifi
cation for new Federal legislation, then 
there is certainly more reason for a 
Federal antiriot law than for another 
civil rights law. While civil rights crimes 
are diminishing, riots have been increas
ing in frequency and destructiveness. 
Everyone stands in solemn and serious 
fear, so to speak, for what may happen 
this year, in the coming summer, with 
reference to both the frequency and the 
destructiveness of the riots that we fer
vently hope will not occur. 

In contrast, the prosecutions for these 
riots have been markedly few and the 
punishment imposed has been extremely 
light. 

For example, in the Watts riots of 
1965, which destroyed millions of dollars 
in property and took more than a score 
of lives, 3,371 adults were arrested. How
ever, less than two-thirds of these, 2,038, 
were convicted of even a misdemeanor. 
Of those convicted, better than half, 
1,103, were released on probation. Of 
those given a jail sentence, almost half 
drew a term of 1 month or less, and only 
36 received a jail sentence of 6 months or 
more. Out of more than 3,000 adults ar
rested in the riots, only seven were given 
a prison sentence. 

I do not recall the statistics as to how 
many people lost their lives in that riot, 
but it was certainly considerable. More 
than a score of people lost their lives, 
and hundreds were seriously injured, and 
the very thought of the property damage 
is frightening. 

If the magnitude of the problem and 
the failure of the State and local author
ities to punish crimes of shocking vio
lence are to be made the test of the need 
for Federal legislation, there is obviously 
a much greater need for Federal antiriot 
legislation than for another civil rights 
law. All the civil rights crimes taken to
gether cannot equal the amount of death 
and destruction that occurred in the 
Watts riot. Yet, the convictions in those 
isolated civil rights cases have been more 
numerous and the punishment far more 
severe than in the cases of mass crime 
against a whole city of people. 

One wrong does not justify another. 
I am not arguing that the Watts riot or 
any other riot justifies the commission 
of other crimes or excuses conduct that 
amounts to crime. My point is that there 
is no present need for the pending blll 
which derives its impetus solely from 
the label "civil rights." Certainly there 
is far more need in the other field. Even 
though it is not being ignored, certainly 
we are dragging our feet. Effective Fed
eral and State law is on the books and 
is being enforced. It is gaining in as
cendancy because it is superior and is 
being administered by the officers con
cerned. Convictions by juries are being 
obtained in cases that justify conviction. 
So that is one area which should now 
be given a chance to work, rather than 
to concentrate and center on a feeling of 
animus, almost, that has been generated 
in certain areas of the country on civil 
rights matters, while the greater evil is 
ignored. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina. I know that a great deal of 
this trouble originated in his State, and 
his State did not deserve trouble of any 
kind. They have handled the matter in 
the very best way they could and in an 
almost exemplary manner. I am glad to 
yield to the Senator from North Caro
lina and to hear what he thinks about 
the matter. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I appreciate the kind remarks 
made by the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi about our State. We did try 
very hard not to create a situation or 
permit a situation which would cause a 
riot. 

I am sure the Senator remembers very 
vividly that just 2 or 3 months ago be
fore we adjourned last fall-I do not 
remember the exact date-a group of 
people came here from New York and 
assembled in the gallery of the House 
of Representatives, and created quite a 
commotion over there. 

They kicked our policemen, they strug
gled with them, they resisted arrest, and 
did all manner of things that would be 
normally classified as criminal acts. 
A great many charges could have been 
brought. This happened in the Capital 
City, the District of Columbia. Those 
persons were finally taken downtown be
fore a judge. If I am not badly mistaken, 
and I do not think I am, a few of them 
were fined $10 each. Then, they were 
permitted to sign a bond for $10 and they 
were released on their signature, which 
was not a very reliable bond to start with. 
However, a $10 bond or a $10 fine, even 
if paid, is trifling enough to be almost an 
invitation to come back and do it again. 
In fact, I believe they said, "We will be 
back next week." 

I agree with the Senator that we get 
terribly excited about something under 
the heading of civil rights, and yet right 
in the Nation's Capital, right in the Con
gress, in the gallery of the House of Rep
resentatives, we let a bunch of hoodlums 
take over, and then, I would say, go vir
tually scotfree. 

I think the time has arrived in this 
country to stop talking about some of 
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these things that are very inconsequen
tial, which have been remedied, as the 
Senator has pointed out and enforce 
some of the laws we have. We have laws 
which, if enforced, would take care of 
much of this problem. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to me 
aA; this point. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to yield to the Senator. His 
comment is very timely, it is logical, and 
it represents a commonsense point of 
view. 

As I said, his State has in very fine 
fashion and from a practical standpoint 
completely met the problems that have 
arisen in that area, they are on their 
way to more advancement and develop
ment, and they do not feel, as I under
stand the Senator, the need for any new 
law. 

The Senator referred to the march, 
protest, or massing of people here last 
fall. In my years here that was perhaps 
the saddest day that I ever spent on 
Capitol Hill. I came to the Capitol that 
morning to do some special work in a 
small office I have in the Capitol Build
ing. I had to go around and through the 
back part of the city in order to get to 
Capitol Hill so that I might arrive at my 
office in the Senate Office Building. Then, 
I came over here, almost under police 
escort. I was a Member of this body, try
ing to get to my work here and I had 
to have a police escort right here on 
Capitol Hill. 

When we got to the big doors in the 
front of the building we could not get in. 
They were closed. Those big iron doors 
were closed. A sign read, "No admission 
today." I had duties to do, as did others 
who were trying to do the same thing 
and trying to get to where they had a 
day's work and trying to discharge that 
duty and obligation the best they could. 

We were told, ''We are afraid of what 
is going to happen here today. We do not 
know what to expect." Incidentally, I had 
facts in my hand 2 days before-and I 
am not given to running and hollering 
"Communist" every day-which I have 
quoted in this body, indicating tha;t this 
matter was planned beyond the borders 
of this country in part, and that simul
taneously they would carry out demon
strations throughout other countries of 
the world. That very thing happened at 
the very hour and at the time my ad
vance information said it would happen. 

That is not all of the tragedy that is 
involved. It is easy to have hindsight. 
The tragedy is that nothing more was 
done to keep it from happening than we 
did. lt is not altogether hindsight. I, 
along with others, suggested then that 
the demonstration be controlled as any
thing else is controlled. The idea of dem
onstrating is an American right or cus
tom, but it is subject to being controlled. 

My suggestion was: Do not let all of 
these hundreds of thousands of peo.ple 
congregate here where anything can hap
pen; let them select 50 or 100 persons, as 
their representatives, and let that 50 or 
100 persons march, shout, pray, or dem
onstrate and carry the banner symbolic 
of the remainder of them. 

I think we should adopt a policy and 
pattern like that to preserve the right of 

protest, even if it is not an honest pro
test, but preserve it at any rate. Let us 
regulate it, then everyone will not be 
afraid to come to town or unable even 
to come to his office right at the very 
heart of the Nation. 

There is another thing I wish to men
tion here to complete my little picture. 
We are throwing away money right and 
left, and every other way, but as I under
stand, my recollection is that it cost 
nearly $1 million-and it might have 
been $100,000 but I believe it was more 
than that-to clean up the debris and 
replace everything the way it was, paint 
up and freshen up, restore sidewalks, 
shrubbery and other things. 

out of that effort came the assault on 
the Department of Defense and some of 
those people had such force behind them 
that they got beyond the guards, vault
ed over the wall, and five or six of those 
persons got into the building, right in 
the shadow of the Capitol. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I ap

preciate the Senator's remarks. 
Just last week there was a group of 

people in town. I know several of them. 
It was an organization having its annual 
meeting here. Several of those people 
told me that they were in the tourist 
business. They organize tours· and bring 
groups of high school boys and girls, and 
others, to visit Washington in the spring 
to see the Nation's Capital. One of those 
persons said, "Our business has fallen off 
badly." l; said, "Is it an economic prob
lem?" He said, "No. A lot of the schools 
have said they are afraid to let their 
children go to the city of Washington 
on account of the crime that exists there 
on the streets and otherwise." 

That is happening all over the coun
try. It is a terrible indictment of the 
Congress and the Government that they 
do not police the situation and insist on 
enforcement of the laws they have made 
so that schoolchildren can come here in 
a bus and walk with safety to the Library 
of Congress or to the Supreme Court, or 
any other institution that belongs to the 
Federal Government. We are going to 
have to do something about some of the 
things that exist so generally here and 
about the open demonstrations being 
carried out against the safety of the peo
ple. I commend the Senator from Mis
sissippi for bringing that out in his re
marks. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina very much. He has 
given the Senate vivid illustrations of 
what we are reaping from the whirlwind 
which has been created. Many other in
cidents besides the march last fall have 
irked me, incidents which I knew would 
spread throughout the country. At the 
same time, when the Senator from North 
Carolina and I complain about these 
things, the attempt is made to plow them 
under and say it is only someone from 
that Southern area who is complaining. 
Do not pay any attention to him, it just 
comes out of his political talk. 

Of everything which happens in my 
State I do not always approve and am 
not proud. But I am proud of the fact 

that the overall figures on crime show, 
according to J. Edgar Hoover's report, 
that in 1 recent year, on the basis of 
population, Mississippi had less crime 
than any other State in the Union. In 
another year it was second least, per
centagewise, on a population basis, of 
any other State in the Union. That shows 
that only generally law-abiding citizens 
can make a record of that kind. I am 
very proud of that. 

After the civil rights bill of 1964 was 
passed-even though the Senator from 
North Carolina and I, and other Sena
tors, fought it to the limit all the way 
through-after the President had signed 
it, I issued a public statement to the peo
ple of my State, saying, "Like it or not, 
it is the law and the law must be obeyed; 
we cannot live by violence." That is also 
my attitude here. The so-called rights 
which the proposed bill would under
take to protect-and I am for the pro
tection of the rights of all citizens-is 
the opposite way to go about it. 

Now, Mr. President, to continue in 
reading my prepared remarks; the 
wholesale failure to bring rioters to 
justice, however, has not aroused the 
concern of those most critical of the 
failure to detect and punish to the fullest 
extent possible the author of every 
trivial incident remotely connected with 
civil rights. On the contrary, the very 
same forces which most vigorously sup
port this bill, stoutly oppose antiriot leg
islation and contend riots are a matter 
of local law enforcement and no busi
ness of the Federal Government. Those 
who cry loudest for Federal vengeance in 
every civil rights crime or misdemeanor 
plead the most elaborate excuses for 
riots. Those who would put everyone 
accused of violating civil rights in a Fed
eral penitentiary want to put every rioter 
on the Federal payroll. 

That is what we have down our way 
some. Some of the rioters are on the Fed
eral payroll, and it has been proved that 
some of them came to the rallies in 
Washington, D.C., while still on the Fed
eral payroll. 

This double standard makes it clear 
that the purpose of the bill is purely po
litical. Its sole purpose is to make a show
ing on civil rights for the coming elec
tions. It is a pound of :flesh for political 
consumption. 

I say elections-and use the plural. I 
do not except any of them. I am not 
pointing to my colleagues in the Senate, 
to Representatives in the House, or to the 
President of the United States. I am 
pointing to all elections. This matter is a 
red hot issue. The cry goes up, "We must 
make a showing.'' 

I have been through many of the hear
ings relative to the cutting off of school 
money because there was not enough in
tegration. When one hears the facts and 
sees the merits of the thing and the way 
they are cutting off some of the funds in 
the middle of the school year, with some 
of the funds going to colored children, 
and the way they are doing that, it con
vinces me it could not be for any other 
reason than to make a showing-trying 
to make a score, just as a baseball team 
would try to run up a winning score. 

Although this bill is aimed at the 
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South, the fallout from it will eventually 
poison our whole society. It divides our 
people into specially favored classes. It 
undermines the Constitution which is the 
ultimate protection of all the people. It 
opens the way for dangerous new en
croachments by the Federal Government 
on the rights of the States. It jeopardizes 
the liberty of every citizen with a dragnet 
of ill-defined crimes. 

This bill openly admits what many 
have long suspected-the object of all 
this civil rights legislation is not to guar
antee equal protection of the law to all, 
but to grant special rights to a few. In 
the name of eliminating discrimination 
this bill perpetrates the most monstrous 
discrimination. It demeans and down
grades the rights of all American citizens 
by declaring these rights will be protected 
only in the case of favored few. 

As I have said, this favored few are 
those whom the prosecutors would claim 
were denied rights based upon color, na
tional origin, or religion. 

In effect, this bill denies these rights 
to the vast majority of the people by 
denying them any Federal remedy for 
their infringement. To say, as this bill 
does, that the right to vote will be pro
tected from interference because of race, 
is to say also that it will not be pro
tected in any other instance. Thus, what 
started out as a vital Federal right 
secured to all by the full power and au
thority of the National Government ends 
up as a special privilege assured only to 
a minority. 

This is a blatant racial discrimination 
and can only divide and inflame the peo
ple. It is a disgraceful contradiction of 
the principles professed by the Federal 
Government. It is a dangerous precedent 
capable of far-reaching consequences. If 
the Federal Government can enact spe
cial criminal legislation on the basis of 
race, it can enact other types of legisla
tion granting special privileges based on 
race; health, welfare, education, em
ployment, tax, and other legislation can 
be tied to race for the purpose of afford
ing special benefits to f~avored groups. 

As I say, the Ervin amendments--! use 
the plural there-represent the very op
posite approach. It is a far more com
plete covering of any right which migh:t 
be infringed. Not on the basis of racial, 
religious, or national origin, but for all 
the people. Until now, the equal protec
tion of the law has been the foundation 
upon which civil rights laws were pur
portedly based. 

These laws have been generally ac
cepted and obeyed by the people. With 
this btll, however, Congress explicitly re
jects the principle of equal protection of 
the law and begins openly legislating on 
the basis of race. This is a new approach. 
From assuring equal protection of the 
law to enacting unequal laws is a sudden 
about-face. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I am glad to yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does this not 

work out to be a very strange paradox, 
that those who favor the pending bill 
would seize upon the equal protection 
clause of the Constitution to pass a law 
which denies equal protection? Because 
one says that this applies for the benefit 

of Negro citizens, but does not apply for 
the benefit of all citizens, it obviously 
clearly discriminates against everyone 
except a Negro who had been mistreated 
by a white. Is it not a strange paradox 
that one would be denied the protection 
of the law because he is a white man 
being abused by a white man, when he 
would have the protection of the law if 
he were a Negro being discriminated 
against by a person of a different race? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
It meets itself coming back and is a con
tradiction in terms. I am glad the Sena
tor came in at that point in the debate, 
because the Senator from Louisiana is 
versed in these very principles. This pro
posal denies to many that which it pur
ports to give to a few, which is opposed 
to the arguments made in the previous 
civil rights debates. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When we have 
riots, such as the Detroit riot, the New
ark riot, the Cambridge riot, and the 
others, as far as an individual citizen 
who had been denied his life or property 
by this kind of mob is concerned, can 
the Senator, for the life of him, say 
why his protection should depend upon 
whether the person who was destroy
ing the property was doing it because he 
was of a different race, or had some other 
unworthy motive? 

Mr. STENNIS. There is no basis for 
enacting such a law. This is not a legal 
basis, but the feeling that has been 
sweeping the country has been that al
most everything brought in here with a 
civil rights label must move and has to 
be passed. Tha,t feeling has been gen
erated with new velocity year after year 
here. But I think it is going to be stopped 
now. The ttend is going to be reversed. 
We see now where we are leading here
legislatfon for a few. But this legislation 
comes out and says so on its face. It is 
the first one that has done it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When people 

see their cities have been put to the 
torch, their homes have been destroyed, 
their businesses have been looted, their 
people have been killed by hOodlums, 
criminals, people with records of .many 
crimes in their backgrounds, all in the 
name of civil rights, is not that going 
to become very obnoxious to some peo
ple who always thought that if some
thing had a civil rights label on it, it 
must be good? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, I think it is a 
painful revelation, and tragic, too, that 
it had to come about the way it did. But 
the happening of the riots the Senator 
mentioned, the destroying of people's 
homes, is a graphic illustration and a 
natural consequence that has come from 
this feeling that has swept through the 
country, the belief that anything con
nected with civil rights matters was of 
great good and virtue and should be 
supported. Now this thing has gone on 
and on, and so many have acted with im
munity, and the laws that have been 
passed have applied to one section of 
the country only, that the people are 
beginning to realize what has happened 
in that respect, too. So I believe the high 
tide has already been hit and is being 

passed. But we have got to keep this 
thing before the people, flying with our 
banners out, and the constitutional prin
ciples pointed out. 

I thank the Senator for his contribu
tion to the debate. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 

think the impression has been created 
by some of these riots we have had-the 
Senator, himself, has seen them on the 
television screen, and I have seen them, 
and the public at large has seen them
that it was all right for a colored man 
to break into a store and carry off a tele
vision set--because we have seen it hap
pen over television-but if a white man 
did it, he would be prosecuted. This pro
posed law is about in line with the prop
osition that we will adopt one law for 
one person and something else for an
other person. It is about time legislation 
is passed to cover everybody alike. That 
is what the Constitution says, as I under
stand it. We should not make any ex
ception for any particular color or race. 
We have done pretty well for some time 
with our Constitution when we pro
ceeded on that basis. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
He has correctly described what has 
happened. 

I want to say one more word with re
spect to what the Senator from Louisiana 
said. I have been following events with 
respect to the appropriating of funds for 
schools. It is not an easy job for the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare. In 1966, we found, in looking over 
the way the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had 
been applied, that in applying the law 
with respect to money for the schools, 
the officials had not made any effort to 
apply the law anywhere except in the 
Southern States. They had not gone 
beyond that, with the exception of one 
little excursion into Chicago, where the 
lower authorities thought they should 
administer the law there. I suppose they 
thought they meant what they said 
when they said enforce the law, so they 
cracked down on Chicago and were going 
to withhold money because of discrimi
nation in the schools there. Mayor Daley 
called the White House. The White 
House took it under advisement. That 
was nearly 2 years ago. It is still under 
advisement. The money went right on 
going into the schools. Nothing has been 
done. 

Last September, a year ago, they said 
something would be done about that very 
thing. The appropriation bill was in con
ference. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL], and I were on the confer
ence. A certain promise was made at that 
time. Another conference was had in 
November 1967, and they admitted they 
had not done one single thing to carry 
out their former promise. No school had 
been touched except in the South. The 
same law was passed, applying all over 
the Nation. They promised again they 
were going to apply the same rule 1n 
other areas of the country that they were 
putting to us. 

I am not trying to stir up trouble for 
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the other schools, but I knew that when 
they tried to enforce the law in the North 
and the East, we were going to hear a 
reaction from the people, and that it 
would be reflected here on the floor and 
we were going to get more votes in get
ting amendments to rectify that matter. 

I am going to follow it up. I am going 
to address them a letter in a few days. I 
am going to ask what they have done on 
that promise. I am not accusing anybody 
of bad faith-not yet-but they have 
certainly had a chance to carry out the 
promise they made. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent will the Senator yield? 

M;. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 

know~ does he not, that Martin Luther 
King ~nd others did accuse people of 
violent mistreatment of Negroes, or at 
least extreme mistreatment of Negroes, 
in northern and eastern cities and other 
cities where elected officials adv<>?a~ 
laws that affect the South? In fact, 1s 1t 
not true that some of the Negro leaders 
of this country have said that the rank
est and most unjustified and most ex
treme discrimination against Negroes 
exists actually outside the South? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is it not true 

that those who would advocate laws ap
plying only to the South would do noth
ing about the beam that is in their own 
eye while they look to see a -mere speck 
of dust in their neighbor's eye? 

Is the Senator aware of the fact that 
recently the Attorney General, under 
that voting rights bill, in Caddo ~a:rish 
and a number of other north Loms1ana 
parishes that adjoin it, undert~ok to put 
Federal registrars in those panshes, even 
though he could not show that a single 
citizen had been denied the right to reg
ister? Their offices had been opened at 
the courthouse, the books had been 
available to anyone, there was no charge 
that anyone had been discriminated 
against or denied the right to vote, but 
here was a case where Federal registrars 
were sent in merelY because the Negroes 
had not shown the same interest in reg
istering that the whites had, and there
fore they had not registered to the ex
tent that the Attorney General would 
like to have them register. 

Did the Senator from Mississippi ever 
envision or even hear anyone contend 
that such a thing should be done, when 
we were voting on that voting rights bill 
some years ago? 

Mr. STENNIS. No, I did not. To the 
contrary, we were, in effect, in substance, 
assured that that was not the object, and 
nothing like tha·t would be done. Par
ticularly, as the Senator from Lou.isiana 
says, there were no facts at that t1me to 
show that these things had happened, 
or to begin to show a need for it. But, 
again, they wanted to make a record. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the Sen
ator yield for one further interruption? 
Then I will subside for a few minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Surely. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In view of the 

fact that in a great number of Northern 
cities, the record shows that Negroes do 
not register and do not vote in the same 
percenta~e as their white counterparts 

in those same cities, how can one justify 
appointing Federal registrars in South
ern cities where such a result might 
occur, when Northern cities are excluded 
from the practice? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, it cannot be 
justified. That is the very point that we 
are insisting on here. 

It is mighty easy to pass a bill, as the 
Senator from Louisiana knows, that is 
just going to affect six or eight States. 
This is another one bottomed on that 
same general principle. If we can ever 
get them, though, to apply the laws in 
all the States, I think we will present a 
different picture here. · 

By the way, the basis for the com
plaint that the Senator from Louisiana 
is now making about the failure to inte
grate the schools in other areas of the 
country was not our testimony. That was 
Martin Luther King's, as the Senator 
mentioned, but more, it was the official 
testimony of the Civil Rights Commission 
in one of their recent reports. I pointed 
out to the HEW people what this com
munication said, that there is more ram
pant segregation in schools in the North 
than there was in many areas of the 
South. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I recall cor

rectly, we had one situation where the 
.registmr's office was open; it was opein for 
a full workday every day, including Sat
urday, and there were very few people 
coming in to register; and, as far as any 
charge of discrimination is concerned, 
this fellow not only had not discriminated 
against anybody, he had not turned any
body down, be they black or white. 

But notwithstanding that, we still had 
a situation where the Federal Govern
ment insisted on putting Federal regis
trars in, under a law that applies to just 
six States. Can the Senator tell me what 
justice there is in treating a registrar that 
way, or treating a unit of government 
that way, when there is no basis whatever 
other than simply picking out six States 
and saying: I 

Well, we are not satisfied that the Negroes 
are showing sufilcient interest ln voting 
there, so we will put Federal registrars in? 

How can one justify a law when there 
is no discrimination at all, anyway? 

Mr. STENNIS. It cannot be justified, I 
say to the Senator. I am glad: he pointed 
out the practice. It cannot be justified, 
but they just go on and do it anyway, 
booause there is no restraining force, 
there is no restraining power, and they 
want to build up a record and show fig
ures in colwnns to demonstrate their ac
tivity; and we will see those figures show
ing up in campaign literature and the 
claims that go out over the radio and 
television during the campaigns for the 
coming election. That is the best ex
planation I can give. 

The abrupt reversal of principles 
represented by this bill is sure to dis
illusion the people and reopen painful 
old wounds which are slowly but surely 
healing. I sincerely hope the Senate will 
carefully consider its action on this bill 
and not needlessly stir up old resent
ments or incite new ones. 

This bill is not only unnecessary and 
divisive, but it will also bring about dras-

tic and irreversible changes in our whole 
system of government. It is the last step 
in the complete centralizing of all power 
in Washington and the first step in the 
creation of a national police force. It 
transfers from the States to the Federal 
Government the basic responsibility for 
keeping the peace in the community. 
Every Saturday night fist fight with 
the slightest racial overtones, every in
terracial argument, even every school
yard tussle between boys of different 
races, would be subject to investigation 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
and prosecution by the Attorney General 
of the United States before a Federal 
district judge. Such a situation would 
appear merely ridiculous were it not so 
fraught with dangers to our liberty. 

In order to take over these ancient 
duties of the States, a vast network of 
Federal agencies will be required. The 
forces of the FBI will have to be greatly 
expanded. They will have to be dis
patched on a permanent basis to every 
city and town. 

They will have to be constantly on 
the prowl in every community observing 
the activities of the citizens, collecting 
~nformation on their attitudes, gather
mg evidence, and filing reports on all 
interracial quarrels of any kind. Pos
sibly in anticipation of the passage of 
this bill and the heavy new burden it 
will impose on the FBI, the President 
announced in his state of the Union mes
sage that he would ask Congress "to add 
100 FBI agents to strengthen the law en
forcement in the Nation and to protect 
the individual rights of every citizen." 

This bill and these 100 agents are only 
the beginning of a process which will 
end in the obliteration of the States and 
the establishment of national totali
tarian government. If given this start 
the Federal Government will steadily 
absorb more and more of the states' tra
ditional law-enforcement functions. One 
hundred new Federal agents will in
crease to 1,000, then 10,000, and with
out end. State and local law-enforce
ment agencies will be forced into nar
rower and narrower jurisdiction. 

Mr. President, on its face, that may 
seem an extreme interpretation of the 
application of this bill; but if this com
plete reversal in form and approach to 
legislation of this type is taken and is 
upheld by the courts-! cannot see how 
it could be-then that may well be the 
beginning of developments further and 
further in this field. and the predictions 
I make today would prove to be too small. 

The power of the local law enforce
ment officers will shrink, their prestige 
will diminish, and they will disappear a.s 
an effective force for law and order. The 
protection of life and property at the 
local level will be left in the hands of 
the national authorities; and we have al
ready seen, in the recent riots, how slow 
they are to act when political fortunes 
may be affected. And I underscore "may 
be affected." 

Mr. President, in this connection, I 
recently engaged in a colloquy with the 
Senator from North Carolina. I do not 
believe I am given to boasting. I cer
tainly do not wish to be. I point out, how
ever, the charges made against us in my 
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area of the country; and I take this oc
casion to say that our law-enforcement 
omcers, the statewide group, not long ago 
received a special commendation from 
the FBI with respect to how they oper
ated and how they responded to some 
troublesome hours and days that we had 
there. The most knowledgeable people 
in the FBI were so impressed that they 
called me on the telephone to say so. I 
am very proud of that. It is in complete 
refutation of some slanted articles which 
have appeared in some periodicals and 
newspapers. 

I believe I am a humble man-I do not 
say that boastfully-but I have made up 
my mind that I am going to do more to 
keep the record straight, or at least keep 
lt bouncing. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). Does the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. In 

that connection, I commend the Senator 
from Mississippi for putting that state
ment in the RECORD, because it certainly 
is true. 

Last week, a young officer in one of our 
towns in North Carolina got in touch 
with me and wanted to know how he 
could get into the FBI school. He is now 
a policeman. He wanted to improve his 
law-enforcement ability. The FBI con
ducts a school--

Mr. STENNIS. And a mighty good one. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. And a 

mighty good one. Many of the officers in 
our State have taken advantage of it. It 
is purely voluntary. They volunteer to go 
to the school. They have to go to school 
and study, and it is a good course. This 
shows that our officers do want to take 
advantage of the chance for improving 
their law-enforcement knowledge, so 
that they will know what they are en
titled to do and what they are not en
titled by law to do. They do not want to 
do things indiscriminately. 

I refer now to some remarks of the 
Senator from Mississippi. Would not this 
Y,m, if carried out and if guidelines are 
set up as they have been set up in some 
of the other legislation, open the door 
wide for a national pollee force? 

Mr. STENNIS. It certainly would open 
the door. It would be a question of how 
far we would go beyond this. But it would 
bring within the jurisdiction of the Fed
eral Government so many different mat
ters and actions that it would require a 
large police force, if they were going to 
police matters under their control. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. And 
that would be completely under the Fed
eral Government, apart from the State 
and local governments; and, as the Sena
tor from Mississippi has pointed out, they 
would take over the entire police powers. 
Then it would be a matter of politics, 
as to who got these jobs and what laws 
they would enforce. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
That is one of the things that frightens 

me about this bill. It could very certainly 
develop in that direction and at the same 
time there would be a gradual drying up 
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or eroding of authority and prestige of· 
the local law enforcement officer. 

If the country is going to be turned 
into a national police state, we should 
at least have the decency to pay our 
respects to the Constitution, by doing it 
openly through a constitutional amend~ 
ment and not stealthily by evasion and 
gradual encroachments. 

The only thing that stands in the way 
of the evils which this bill will bring 
down on the people is the Constitution. 
To get around that great obstable, the 
proponents of this bill simply ignore it. 
Knowing that the people would never 
willingly grant to the Federal Govern
ment by constitutional amendment the 
vast power claimed by this bill, the au
thors of it simply pretend that such 
power already exists. This is not only a 
slander on the Constitution but an af
front to the intelligence of the American 
people. 

Mr. President, the idea of solving that 
constitutional matter or question by 
ignoring it reminds me of alll older lawyer 
and something he told me when r first 
started to practice law. In connection 
with cerrtain very damaging testimony 
by a witness against his client, I said, 
"How do you explain away Mr. McCloy's 
testimony?" He said, "I am not going to 
explain it; I am going to ignore it." 

I believe that is what the writers of 
this bill did; they ignored it. 

One of the great strengths of the Con
stitution is the simplicity of its language 
which every citizen, whether tmined. in 
the law or not, can usually understand. 
That part of the Constitution which is 
drawn inrfx> question by this bill is the 
14th amendment which is particularly 
clear on the issue involved. The .applica
ble section provides thalt-

No State shall ... deprive any person of 
life, liberty or property, without due process 
of law; nor deny to any person withd.n tts 
jUJl'dsdiction the equ!tl protection of the law. 

A further section provides that--
The Congress &haJJ. have poiWers to enforce, 

by appropriate legislation, the provisions of 
this arrtlcle. 

Thus the whole oonrtroversy which has 
been raised by this bill cenrters around 
the meaning of ·two words: "stad;e," and, 
to a lesser extent, "appropriate." The 
proponents of the bill contend that "ap
propriate" legislation means "any'' legis
laition, even legisl·SJtion which itself 
vio1wtes the spirit, if not the language, of 
the equal-protection clause by enacting 
disoriminatory laws for the special pro
tection of a limited few. The incon
sistency and inherent offensiveness of 
such an interpretation is enough to de
feat it, but even if it is indulged for the 
sake of cllscussion, the entire argument 
soon founders on the word "staJte." 

The advocates of this measure main
tain that in order to enforce the pro
hibitions of the 14th amendment against 
State officials, the Federal Government 
may punish the criminal acts of private 
persons having no connection whatso
ever with the State. In other words a pro
vision aimed at the States is now turned 
against private citizens by interpreting 
the word "State" to mean "person." 

We have seen some amazing interpre-

tations of the Constitution in recent 
years, but this one really surpasses them 
all. 

This strange construction of so plain 
and well understood a word was not ar
rived at by any kind of devious logic. 
It is not based on any obscure legal his
tory or on court decisions. It is simply 
boldly asserted, and every intelligent 
person is perfectly qualified to deny it. 
Any lawyer can refute it with a century 
of legal precedent. 

From the adoption of the 14th amend
ment down to the present day, the Su
preme Court has held that the amend
ment operates against the States and 
does not reach private individuals. In the 
very first case to consider the meaning of 
the 14th amendment, United States v. 
Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542, decided in 1875 
the Supreme Court said: 

The 14th amendment prohibits a State 
from denying to any person within its juris
diction the equal protection of the laws; 
but this provision does not . . . add any
thing to the rights which one citizen has 
under the Constitution against another. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I wish to ask the distinguished Senator 
if this statement is not true. The thing 
that the people of this Nation are most 
concerned about domestically is the need 
for law enforcement and obedience of 
the laws. I have in mind particularly 
laws which exist on the State and mu
nicipal statute books to keep the peace 
and to maintain law and order in the 
communities. 

I would ask the Senator if it is not 
true that this measure, rather than 
striking at those who organize these 
demonstrations and riots, destroying the 
rights of many citizens, and doing liter
ally more than $1 billion in property 
damages, would actually provide more 
help rather than less help to the people 
who do these things. 

Is it not true that they would actually 
be encouraged by the bill rather than 
impeded in their activities? 

Mr. STENNIS. I believe the Senator 
is correct. In substance, the Senator calls 
it a bill in reversal. It is a blll in re
versal. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does not the 
Senator think that the Congress, when 
it gave an ovation to the President's 
statement that he wanted to do somehing 
to enforce law and order and make the 
streets safe, was reflecting the view that 
their people hold that this type of dis
order must come to an end and tha·t 
something must be done about it? 

I wish to ask the Senator if in his 
judgment that was not a spontaneous re
action of approval to what the Presi
dent had said because the people feel 
the first thing that must be done do
mestically is to insist on law enforce
ment and the guarantee of the right of 
citizens to be safe in the streets. 

Mr. STENNIS. I believe the statement 
of the Senator is unquestionably true. It 
was a fair demonstration and it was ap
plauded throughout the Nation and ap
plauded by the press. There has been a 
crying need 'and a crying out asking that 
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that position be taken for 2 or 3 years 
throughout most of the Nation. I am 
sorry that Congress has not responded 
better than it has. We did pass a bill that 
tried to cope with part of this lawlessness 
in the District of Columbia as early as 
September or October of 1966. That bill 
was vetoed. We passed a similar bill, one 
which was almost the same, and I am 
glad to say that it was si-gned in 1967. 
Perhaps we have made a start. That bill 
related to individual crime in the District 
of Columbia and it made some changes 
in procedural matters. I think that a bill 
of that nature should have nationwide 
application. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I wish to ask 
the Senator if he is aware of the fact 
that some of the more militant civil 
rights leaJers, after they heard the Presi
dent's speech, expressed great resent
ment that Congress rose and applauded 
the idea of safe streets and law enforce
ment, on the theory that the President 
was talking about them. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
I said just before the Senator came into 
the Chamber, as I remember, that those 
who are for putting everyone accused of 
violating civil rights in the Federal peni
tentiary want to put every rioter on the 
Federal payroll. We have some people 
down our way who come here to parade, 
riot, and raised Cain, and at the same 
time they are on the Federal payroll, and 
drawing pay for that day. We have 
proved that. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would like 
to ask the Senator, as a matter of putting 
first things first, if it would not be more 
appropriate that we act to do something 
about rioters-particularly those on the 
Federal payroll as well as those off the 
Federal payroll. 

Also should we not assure that we 
keep them off the Federal payroll before 
we do something here to get the rioters 
even more protection under the law than 
they presently have. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is our duty and our 
responsibility now. I hope that we can 
move right along. I know that the com
mittee is working on the bill. I believe 
that it will pass. Certainly, it will have 
my support. I support the Ervin amend
ments to the bill which take the proper 
approach and would give protection to 
the people on racial discrimination and 
other charges. It does not confine it to 
racial or religious matters. Under the 
bill, as they wrote it, on religious matters, 
a Protestant could run over another Prot
estant as long as he wanted to, or a 
Catholic could run ·wer a Catholic 
as long as he wanted to, presum
ably, and deny him his rights so far 
as the pending bill is concerned with im
punity. They would have to get crossed 
up between the Masons and the Knights 
of Columbus before there could be any 
prosecution. That is not the right ap
proach. 

I thank the Senator from Louisiana 
very much for his comments. 

In 1926---that was 42 years ago-in the 
case of Corrigan v. Buckley, 271 U.S. 323, 
the Supreme Court stated even more 
clearly and positively: 

The prohibitions of the 14th amendment 
"have reference to State action exclusively, 

and not to any action of private lndiv1duals" 
... Individual invasion of individual rights 
ls not the subject matter of the amendment. 

In 1948-22 years later than the case 
just cited-in Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 
U.S. 1, the restrictive covenants case, the 
Supreme Court declared again: 

The principle has become firmly embedded 
in our constitutional law that the action in
hibited by the first section of the 14th 
amendment ls only such action as may fairly 
be said to be that of the States. That amend
ment erects no shield against merely private 
conduct, however, discriminatory or wrong
ful. 

Mr. President, we are not talking about 
what is right or wrong, or what the Con
stitution should do, say, or provide. We 
are talking about what the Supreme 
Court of the United States says it does 
say and does provide. Of course, that is 
the law until constitutionally overruled. 

The same statement was again re
peated by the Supreme Court in 1961-
just 7 years ago-in the case of Burton 
v. Wilmington Parking Association, 365, 
U.S. 715 and also as recently as 1963-
less than 5 years ago-the present Chief 
Justice, speaking for the Court, said: 

It cannot be disputed-

! repeat that for emphasis: 
It cannot be disputed that under our de

cisions private conduct abridging individual 
rights does no violence to the equal protec
tion clause unless to some significant extent 
the state in any of its manifestations has 
been found to have become involved in it. 

That means that in the denial of the 
equal protection clause, it just does not 
touch the case at all unless the State in 
some of its manifestations has' been 
found to have become ·involved in it to 
some significant extent. Not just to an 
incidental extent, but to a significant ex
tent. 

I do not see how language can make 
anything any plainer than those words 
which state that, in effect, Congress has 
no constitutional grounds to legislate on 
those principles except as it may restrict 
or restrain a State in some of its subdi
visions. 

It makes no difference how small that 
subdivision might be, just as long as it is 
an agent of the State, but it does have to 
involve a State or some of its subdivisions 
before Congress has any right to base 
passage of a law upon those provisions of 
the Constitution. Otherwise, any words 
we place in a bill we pass in this Chamber 
would be in violation of those principles. 
They would be only words, that is all
just pieces of paper with words written 
on them. 

Against the plain language of the 
amendment and the unvarying holdings 
of the Supreme Court for almost a hun
dred years, the only authority the pro
ponents of this bill can muster to sup
port its constitutionality are two lines of 
dicta from separate concurring opinions 
in the recent case of Guest v. United 
States, 383 U.S. 745 0965). Those two 
lines, as I say, are dicta from separate, 
concurring opinions in the recent case 
cited. 

Even in that case, however, Mr. Justice 
Stewart,· writing for the Court, said: 

It remains the Court's view today, that 
"The Fourteenth Amendment protects the 

individual against State action, not against 
wrongs done by individuals." 

Mr. President, I challenge-as others 
no doubt have challenged-the propo
nents of the legislation to furnish some 
authority which overrides, overcomes. 
and overrules the four or five cases I 
have cited by the Supreme Court rang
ing over a period of almost 100 years, 
beginning in Reconstruction times and 
coming on down to just 2 or 3 or 4 years 
ago, when they reiterated, over and over 
and over again, that the 14th amend
ment provides Congress with authority to 
proceed only against States or subdivi
sions of States. 

Everything-law, logic, language, his
tory, the Constitution itself, and just 
plain commonsense-argue against in
terpreting the word "State'' to mean 
"person." 

Mr. President it just cannot be. If 
Congress goes along with this absurd 
construction, which it must do to pass 
this bill, it will be joining company with 
both Alice in Wonderland and the Em
peror who had no clothes. 

If the political pressure for some legis
lation along these lines is really so great 
that it can be resisted by those who know 
better, then the wiser, more honorable, 
least humiliating course is to adopt the 
substitute bill offered by Senator ERVIN. 
It is a bill which accomplishes the legit
imate purpose of the pending measure 
and avoids its defects. It does not dis
criminate against a majority of the peo
ple by favoring a special class. It protects 
the rights of all citizens equally. It does 
not depend on any ridiculous constru.. :· 
tion of the Constitution. It is foundeCJ 
on well established constitutional doc
trine. All in all, it is more reasonable, 
most fair, and least dangerous of the 
two proposals, by far. 

The Ervin substitute is basically the 
same as the original bill except that it 
is restricted to the protection of Federal 
rights and eliminates the requirement 
that interference with such rights be 
racially motivated before they are en
titled to protection. These changes 
greatly strengthen •and improve /Uhe b11l 
in many respects. 

By extending protection to all citizens 
in the enjoyment of their Federal rights, 
the Ervin substitute eliminates not only 
one of the most odious features of the 
bill but strengthens it at one of its weak
est points. Even the Justice Department 
concedes that one of the most difficult 
problems in enforcing the original bill 
would be in proving beyond a reasonable 
doubt that interference with a protected 
right was motivated by race. 

It is never possible to know with ab
solute certainty what secret thoughts 
occupy a man's mind at the time he 
commits a particular deed. It is largely 
a matter of guesswork based on circum
stantial evidence, ambiguous statements, 
and conflicting inferences, of which 
courts and juries are justifiably skeptical. 
To make vindication of a constitutional 
right depend on such uncertainties is to 
impose a severe burden on the prosecu
tion which more often than not it will 
be unable to carry. 

The Ervin substitute avoids these dif
ficulties and thus strengthens the law by 



January 29, 1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 1283 
eliminating this element of the offense 
altogether. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I am glad to yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we are to 

pass an effective statute-! am not dis
cussing whether it should be passed, but 
posing whether we should pass an effec
tive one-can the Senator tell me how a 
court is going to be able to determine 
that fact beyond a reasonable doubt? 
After all, in a criminal case, as I under
stand the law, one must be found guilty 
beyond a reasonable doubt. Notwith
standing one's protestations that he com
mitted an act just because he did not like 
the other man, because he disliked him 
as a person, or because he had had some 
previous dealings with him which had 
been very unsatisfactory, nevertheless, a 
jury, without any evidence to the con
trary, could find as the material fact the 
fact that the man was of a different race 
was what primarily motivated the as
sault. 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, it would be al
most impossible, and very unlikely, that 
a court could do so accurately. The Sen
ator and I and all of us know that fights 
and acts of violence occur in elections 
on the basis of how a man is voting. It 
is not so much the individual or his color, 
as getting crossed up and animus arising 
because of conflicting factions and fac
tors of that kind, based on political dif
ferences, that ruckuses of that kind start. 
That is all ·eliminated by the Ervin 
amendment. It leaves race, religion, and 
national origin out. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is there not 
enough difficulty imposed on the pros
ecuting attorney to prove that some
one committed an unlawful act and in
jured the other person? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As a practical 

matter, if we are trying to treat all citi
zens alike, what difference does it make 
what a person's motives are, if he has 
deliberately violated the other man's 
person and injured that person? Gen
erally, tt is his intent that controls-not 
his motive. 

Mr. STENNIS. It just opens old 
wounds, as I said earlier, and makes 
almost impossible the application of the 
law, the way the bill is drawn. As I re
call, the bill was reported ou.t of the 
Judiciary Committee by the narrowest 
possible margin, by one vote. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. It shows a division of 

thought there. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It was my un

derstanding that it was reported by only 
one vote, after the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ScoTT] was flown back and 
cast his vote f·or reporting the bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. His votes are always 
important, but it surely was important 
on the wrong side at that time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I yield to the Sen
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I was called from 
the Chamber temporarily. At about the 
time I left, the Senator from Mississippi 

was saying something to the effect that 
the bill was drawn supposedly under the 
powers of the 14th amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me ask the Sen

ator this question. When the several 
States voted on the adoption of the 14th 
amendment, does not the Senator feel 
that no one had any thought of this 
amendment applying to anything other 
than restricting States in the things that 
they might do? 

Mr. STENNIS. That was the clear re
striction. It so stated and it was soon 
thereafter so held, and the cases all the 
way down the line have held the same 
thing, even to this day. The Senator is 
c·orrect. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. By what authority 
do they feel, then, that this legislative 
proposal can rest on the basis of the 
14th amendment? 

Mr. STENNIS. The best way I _ can de
scribe it is just to say that they ignored 
all those interpretations of the Constitu
tion. They ignored the language of the 
Constitution. They say, "Well, it applies, 
anyway. These are wrongs we are talking 
about. They must have a remedy." The 
old equity idea that there is a remedy 
for every wrong, I suppose is what they 
have in mind. But it cannot be justified 
in reason or logic or law. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is the Senator fa
miliar with the Guest case? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I have read the 
Guest case. Speaking for the Court there, 
Justice Stewart said, if I may give the 
Senator the direct quotation: 

It remains the Court's view today that the 
Fourteenth Amendment protects the individ
ual against State action, not against wrongs 
done by individuals. 

As part of that picture, there are two 
lines of dicta from separate concurring 
opinions in that Guest case expressing 
personal views, but Justice Stewart, 
writing for the majority, was clear. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In each instance the 
individual statement was dictum. 

Mr. STENNIS. I beg the Senator's par
don? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The variant state
ments made by the Justices to whom the 
Senator refers, which have been claimed 
to be authority for this bill, in each case 
were purely dicta? 

Mr. STENNIS. Purely dicta, not neces
sarily a part of the decision. That is prov
en by the fact that they joined Justice 
Stewart and others in composing a ma
jority opinion. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is what 
I would call an expert-! think that 
would be a proper descriptive word-in 
the construing of the Constitution. Can a 
matter be safely predicated upon mere 
dictum? 

Mr. STENNIS. It certainly cannot 
safely be done. The Senator used the 
right word. It really has no more strength 
or place in law than what a man might 
say just walking down the street. It 
would have just as much force behind 
it as what was said in a dictum. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is an opinion 
freely expressed. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, and not the con
trolling authority. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. And not required to 
be decided by the case at all. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. That is a good dis
tinction the Senator makes. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is it not true that 
this is the first time we have been asked 
to write criminal penalties, giving basic 
Federal criminal jurisdiction, in all the 
civil rights bills that have been passed in 
recent years? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I think so. There 
might have been some small ones, but 
nothing like this. Most of it was civil 
judgments and civil penalties, as the Sen
ator stated, injunctive relief, and matters 
of that kind, that can be very severe, but 
at least it is a discretionary matter. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. And in this case, I 
do not know how the Senator construes 
it, but this does not appeal to me as being 
properly called a civil rights bill. It is 
really a bill which changes the whole 
framework of our system of attaching 
guilt and imposing penalties, and it takes 
away from the States cases the jurisdic
tion of which, since the very beginning 
of this country, has belonged to the local 
governments and to the States; is that 
not true? 

Mr. STENNIS. In language just as 
broad as language can be, it sweeps aside 
the customs, precedents, and practices of 
State legislatures, and the congressional 
viewpoint. I think it is the most far 
reaching in that way of any bill we have 
considered, but is basically wrong, to 
start with, in its basic constitutional con
cept, as the Senator from Alabama has 
pointed out. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Senator 
for yielding to me. I commend him and 
congmtu.laite him upon the clarlty of 
thought with which he has presented this 
matter today. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Along with many other Senators, I have 
benefited from the leadership of the Sen
ator from Alabama, and the reading and 
hearing of his speeches. 

Mr. President, under the Ervin bill it 
will not be necessary to prove whether 
the defendant sought to deprive a person 
of his right to vote because of his race 
or because of his politics. It will be sum
cient to show that he willfully attempted 
to deprive the victim of his right regard
less of the motive behind the act. 

It would seem that guamnteeing the 
same rights and protections to all Amer
ican citizens regardless of their race is 
a small price to pay for so great an ad
vantage to the prosecution in enforcing 
the law. I cannot understand why the 
proponents of the original bill are reluc
tant to pay it. I hope that after they have 
considered it further they will recognize 
its worth and join in supporting the 
Ervin substitute. 

By limiting the protection afforded by 
the bill to only those rights derived from 
the Federal Government, the Ervin sub
stitute saves Congress the embarrass
ment of having to read the word "State .. 
in the 14th amendment to mean "per
son." It preserves the sound and long es
ta;blished principles of oonstitutiona.l 
law which have been observed without 
exception down to the present day. This 
is another great gain at small cost. 

By taking this approach to the prob-
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lem,it will not be necessary to strain the 
Constitution and further weaken its re
straints on arbitrary governmental ac
tion and the usurpation of power by the 
Federal Government. The opposite course 
is so obviously contrary to the Constitu
tion and settled law that it can only 
incite disrespect for Law at a time when 
lawlessness is rampant. If the guardians 
of the law do not recognize its bounds 
and override the clear oomma.nds of the 
Constitution when it suits their purpose, 
the average citizen certainly cannot be 
expected rto shun shorrtcuts when they 
are convenient ·to his ends. It is difficult 
t.o measure, but undoubtedly the great 
readiness of modern courts to overturn 
ancient laws, of executive agencies to 
ignore mandate of Congress, and of 
Congress itself to twist the Coru;titution, 
has contributed to the growing lawless
ness and disrespect for authority which 
unhappily prevades the country. 

I am very reluctant to admit that, Mr. 
Presidenrt, but it is a fact. Once the dan
gerous and cynical view that the law is 
whatever the most powerful interests of 
the moment say it is becomes :firmly es
tablished in high places, it will inevitably 
:filter down to the lowest levels. 

That doctrine, though, is no more dan
gerous than this argument that a per
son is entitled to commit acts that con
stitute civll disobedience if his conscience 
compels him to, or that his ideas of 
the injustice of present law justifies him 
in so doing. The one is at least as deadly 
as the other; and I think the doctrine of 
civil disobedience being justified is the 
more deadly, because it is dressed up in 
more respectable clothes. It is more in
sidious and more deceptive, and, there
fore, it is more dangerous. Congress 
ought to be the :first to set its face 
against this view and set an example for 
the Nation by adhering strictly to the 
letter and the spirit of the Constitution. 
This is what the Ervin substitute does. 

By confining its scope to Federal 
rights, the Ervin substitute also avoids a 
vast and potentially unlimited expansion 
of the Federal police power and the cor
responding absorption and destruction 
of States' rights. And when I say rights, 
I mean responsibilities also. It is based 
on the recognized authority of Congress 
to protect and enforce rights arising 
from the Constitution on laws of the 
United states, which, unlike the theory 
underlying the original b111, retains the 
traditional and desirable restraints on 
the limitless extension of Federal power. 

This is an advantage which should be 
given due weight in considering the rel
ative merits of the Ervin substitute and 
the original bill. At a time when the grip 
of the Federal Government is growing 
tighter and the States are paralyzed by 
bureaucratic regulation, redtape, and de
lay in Washington, responsibility in the 
vital area of law enforcement should not 
be needlessly transferred to the Federal 
Government where it will meet with the 
same fate. Freedom of action and 
prompt response at the local level are 
essential to effective law enforcement. 
To try to police the Nation from the 
Qapital City will surely lead to a further 
breakdown of law and order throughout 
the country. 

For niany reasons, therefore, the Ervin 
substitute is greatly to be preferred over 
the original bill. It achieves basically the 
same purposes and avoids the pitfalls. It 
deserves the support of everyone who is 
genuinely concerned for the civil rights 
of all the people and of those who wish 
to prevent further civil wrongs from be
ing committed against some of the peo
ple in the name of civil rights. 

As an alternative to the iniquitous bill 
as originally proposed, drawn, and re
ported, I hope that the Ervin substitute 
will prevail. 

Mr. P1·esident, as a further comment 
on the practical aspect$ of the situation 
with which we are confronted, the pro
ponents of this bill have laid great stress 
on the fact that this legislation is ur
genty needed. This need, according to the 
proponents, arises from the fact that 
racial violence is allegedly widespread 
in the South, and local law-enforcement 
officers are indi1Ierent to the problem. 

In an effort to make these charges 
stick, and show a need for this legislation 
in the present time, the proponents of the 
bill have been forced to resurrect old 
cases as far back as 1963. Even these 
stale examples, however, failed to demon
strate the indifference of local law-en
forcement officers. Of the eight crimes 
committed in the period 1963 through 
1965 which have heretofore been cited 
to support the need for this legislation 
today, six were followed by the ~rrest 
and prosecution of the suspected of
fenders. 

That is, 75 percent of these cases were 
solved and brought to trial. Only 25 per
cent remained unsolved. This is just the 
reverse of the national average for the 
solution of serious crimes. In 1966, fewer 
than 25 percent of the serious crimes re
ported to the police were cleared by even 
an arrest, much less a prosecution, 
while more than 75 percent went com
pletely unsolved and unprosecuted. 

When we come down to modern times 
in search of some reason to justify this 
extreme bill, we :find two examples given. 
One is the bombing death in February 
1967 of Wharlist Jackson, at Natchez, 
Miss. The other is the bombing on March 
12, 1967, of three Headstart buildings, 
one in Mississippi and two in Alabama. 

The :first thing to be noted about these 
two incidents is thart they are both al
ready covered by existing Federal law. 
Section 837 of title 18 of the United 
States Code makes it an offense to trans
port the explosives necessary to carry 
out these crimes in interstate commerce. 
It further provides that mere possession 
of such explosives creates a rebuttable 
presumption that they were transported 
in interstate commerce. Finally, it im
poses heavY penalties up to life imprison
ment on any one convicted of committing 
these crimes. 

Thus, the failure to solve these crimes 
is not due to any lack of authority on the 
part of the Federal Government. Fur
thermore, if any unfavorable conclusions 
regarding the diligence and determina
tion of local law-enforcement officers can 
be drawn from the fact that these crimes 
have gone unpunished, they are equally 
applicable to Federal om.cials. 

In truth, however, a vigorous effort has 

been made by local authorities to dis
cover those responsible for the death of 
Wharlist Jackson. Immediately upon the 
commission of this crime, the local gov
ernment posted a $25,000 reward for the 
guilty parties and the local plant at 
which he worked offered an additional 
$10,000. I frankly do not know the status 
of the investigation of the three Head
start bombings, almost a year ago, which 
are being cited as necessitating this vast 
expansion of Federal power. However, I 
do have a newspaper article reciting a 
series of 30 bombings and attempted 
bombings, including two as recently as 
this month, in the space of 2 years. These 
bombings are concentrated in one small 
area and are obviously related. Although 
an intensive investigation has been con
ducted by local authorities, they have 
not been able to make one single arrest. 

Here are 10 times as many unsolved 
bombings as the proponents of this bill 
have cited to support this bill. Yet the 
bill is purposely drawn to exclude these 
cases from Federal investigation and 
prosecution. The reason the bill is so 
drawn is because these bombings are con
nected with labor troubles in the oil and 
construction industries. If three bomb
ings add up to the need for national leg
islation then certainly 30 would seem to 
require at least equal treatment. The 
problem is the same in nature and great
er in magnitude-only the politics of the 
situations differ. 

Mr. President, the newspaper article 
which refers to the bombings was pub
lished in the Commercial Appeal of Mem
phis, Tenn. under date of January 18, 
1968. 

I also have a list of the bombings and 
the places at which they occurred. The 
list covers a period of 2 years and was 
also published in the Commercial Appeal 
of Memphis, Tenn. under date of Janu
ary 18, 1968. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these articles be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(NoTE.-Two years ago Wednesday, a La
fayette, La., service station was dynamited, 
the first of 30 bombings and attempted bomb
ings of industrial facilities in Southwest Lou
isiana. The dynamltings were stlll going on 
this month, without any indication of immi
nent arrests. United Press International came 
up with some surprising information in an 
extensive look into the dynamitings.) 

(By Carroll P. Troscla.tr) 
LAI'AYE'ri'E, LA., January 17.-Authorities 

have several prime labor suspects and a val
uable piece of evidence 1n the two years of 
dynam1t1ngs that have plagued the South
west Louisiana oil industry. But there are 
still no arrests on the horizon. 

These facts have been established from re
liable sources: 

The suspects "hang on" to the labor move
ment, but are thought of more as hoodlums 
than laborers. 

They have threatened pollee, including the 
Lafayette police chief and his famlly. 

Authorities have a lengthy recording in 
which a relative of one suspect details--in 
Cajun French-many of the SO dynamltings 
and attempted bombings. However, they are 
holding up use of the recording because they 
fear for the informant's life. 

A second informant was killed in an auto 
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accident shortly before he was scheduled to 
provide police with additionalin!orma.tlon. 

The investigation has sWfered from a lack 
of cooperation between local and state police 
agencies. One investigator has threatened an
other with arrest and one has ridiculed in
formation obta4ned from a Lafayette in
formant. 

The dynamiters, operating in the midst of 
extensive labor trouble 1n the o11 and con
struction industries, have eluded Gov. John 
J. McKeithen's Labor Rackets Commission, 
state police, sheriffs 1n eight parishes and the 
Lafayette and Lake Charles Police Depart
ments. 

Nearly a year ago Governor McKeithen 
vowed the saboteurs would be arrested and 
the bombings would halt. 

"We're going to catch those fellows and 
they're going to be sorry," the governor said. 

Wednesday was the second anniversary of 
the start of the dynamitings. No arrests have 
been made by either state or local oflicials. 

"The investigation is stm going on, at 
least in our department," Lafayette Police 
Chief Easten Dupuis said. 

"Yes, we do have suspects, but not enough 
evidence to bring them to court." 

He said there were some things about the 
investigation he could discuss. He could not 
make a statement regarding the tape re
cording provided by an informant. 

"We have cooperated with other agencies 
and have provided our information to parish 
and state oflicials," he said. He believes his 
organization has accomplished more in the 
investigation than any other group. 

Under questioning about connections be
tween the dynamitings and labor disputes, 
Dupuis said, "In my opinion, some of the 
evidence we have relates to the labor 
problems. 

"Some of the suspects are union people 
and some of them are not union people." 

Dupuis also said some of the suspects come 
from outside Lafayette. "There are as many 
from other parts of the state as there are 
from here." 

He noted the bombings have extended from 
Lake Charles to Baton Rouge. Some sources 
believe the rash of bombings reported in 
Baton Rouge are not connected to those in 
Southwest Louisiana. 

Meanwhile, the dynamitings have con
tinued, from Lake Charles to the Lafayette 
area, causing several hundred thousand dol
lars worth of damage to oil wells, to cars and 
trucks operated by industry supervisors, to 
pipelines, draglines, a service station and 
other petroleum industry equipment. 

The wife of one supervisor found two 
homemade bombs-made of 20 sticks of dy
namite--in her back yard when she went out 
to hang clothes one morning. 

Two firms have closed down in the midst 
of the bombings and labor trouble. The labor 
disputes have been accompanied by threats 
to individual workers, blocking of plant en
trances, and anonymous phone calls. 

At least two sheriffs have been defeated in 
political campaigns that zeroed in on the 
labor troubles. 

One oflicer said the dynamiters have quit 
operating in Lafayette for a whlle because of 
the extensive pressure applied there by the 
new Association for Industrial Improvement, 
a businessman's organization which has hired 
and coordinated the work of private investi
gators. 

The omcer said the dynamitings will con
tinue throughout Southwest Louisiana untll 
the oll and construction companies either 
pay off the dynamiters, bring them to justice, 
surrender to labor demands or have the 
dynamiters handled by other criminals. 

The recordings provided by the Lafayette 
informant said the sabotage could be stopped 
1f the oil companies pay one man $100,000. 
This, the suspect's relative said, would be 
much cheaper than the planned two million 
dollars in dynamite damage. 

In a weird twist to the investigation, the 

dynamiters appear safest with the Lafayette 
police ln!ormant alive. Police are holding 
back the recording rather than risk the man's 
life. 

The hope of convicting anyone for the past 
30 incidents grows dimmer as the trail grows 
colder. 

"We know who they are," Detective John 
Hebert said, "but we'll have to catch them 
1n the act now." 

The identity of the suspects is something 
of an open secret here. The recording is 
known to city and state police and other 
persons. 

"The suspects themselves know they are 
under surveillance," R. D. Lowe, secretary 
of the Association for Industrial Improve
ment, said. 

Police have warned that the suspects are 
usually armed and considered d·angerous. 
At least three of the suspects have girl 
friends who are known prostitutes. The sus
pects distrust one another and even quarrel 
over their girls. 

One oflicer said most of the s.uspects "are 
on pllls." 

The saboteurs-there may be as many as 
a dozen-have several ways of obtaining 
dynamite illegally, from Lake Charles to 
Baton Rouge. One supplier reportedly steals 
it from his employer. 

As much as $80,000 in rewa·rds has been 
offered for information leading to the ar
rest and conviction of the dynamiters. So 
far no one has claimed the reward. 

Last March the Lafayette Central Labor 
Council issued a statement denying orga
nized labor was involved in the sabotage. 

"We will never turn to tactics such as 
these for future successes in bettering the 
working people of our organizations," the 
union said. 

Lowe said, however, "A group of hood
lums is hanging on the labor movement in 
Southwest Louisiana. The suspects are more 
criminals than they are laborers." 

Two YEARS OF BOMBING LISTED 

Dynamitings and attempted bombings in 
Southwest Louisiana in the last two years: 

1966 

Jan. 16--Service station dynamited 1n 
Lafayette. 

March 9-Tractor dynamited in Lafayette 
Parish. 

April 9-Construction company car dyna
mited at Lafayette motel. 

July 13-Dragline dynamited in Breaux 
Bridge. 

July 20--Truck dynamited at Lafayette 
apartment house. 

July 20--Dynamite planted near auto in 
Breaux Bridge. 

July 20-Dynamite planted at Breaux 
Bridge home. 

Aug. 12-Truck dynamited in Lake Charles. 
Nov. 5-Ditchdigger dynamited at Lafay

ette. 
Nov. 5-Backhoe machine dynamited in 

Lafayette. 
1967 

March 11-Well dynamited in Acadia 
Parish. 

March 11-Well dynamited in Cameron 
Parish. 

March 11-Well dynamited in Jefferson 
Davis Parish. 

March 11-15 sticks dynamite planted at 
Cameron Parish well. 

March 12-Box of dynamite found at 
Cameron Parish well site. 

March 12-25 sticks dynamite found at 
St. Martin well site. 

March 13-25 sticks dynamite found at 
Vermilion Parish well sites. 

March 13--35 sticks dynamite found at 
Calcasieu well. 

March 14-Attempted dynamiting of Ver
milion Parish well. 

March 14-35 sticks dynamite found at 
Vermilion well site. 

June 8-Gul! States utility transformer 
dynamited in Lafayette Parish. 

Aug. 24-Bulldozer dynamited in Vermil
ion Parish. 

Aug. 24-Dragllne dynamited in Vermilion 
Parish. 

Sept. &-Foreman's car dynamited inVer
milion Parish. 

Oct. 5-20-inch pipeline dynamited inVer
milion Parish. 

Oct. 14-Truck dynamited in Arcadia 
Parish. 

Nov. 1-Vent pipe on gas line dynamited in 
Calcasieu Parish. 

Nov. 29-Arson attempted in St. Landry 
Parish. 

1968 

Jan. 7-Lake Charles dragUne damaged 
with homemade bomb. 

Jan. 7-Lake Charles night club damaged 
with homemade bomb. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, the Senator from Mississippi 
brought out the very point that I wanted 
to make. 

Is it not correct that the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation was called in 
on two unsolved bombing cases, and is 
it not also correct that the FBI has not 
yet been able to solve those cases? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
know of one case where the FBI was 
called in, in which the crime has not 
been solved. The Federal Bureau of In
vestigation is an arm of the Justice De
partment. We think ,a great deal of the 
FBI, and I know that Department is 
doing everything in its power to appre
hend those who are responsible for that 
crime. 

The facts that I have cited strengthen 
my belief that we do not need any addi
tional laws in order to protect the people 
of the United States. We can use the 
existing laws and dep.artments and agen
cies of the Government, including the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation---and 
there is none better-and the local of
ficials, wherever they might be. I think 
that then we will get along all right. 

I stress that it was not the fault of the 
local officials that these crimes have not 
been solved. Onoo in a great while a 
crime remains unsolved for a great 
length of time, but this is the exception. 
The criminals are usually brought to 
justice speedily. 

The local officials are not to blame. 
They are doing the best they can. They 
have offered rewards and have done 
everything that they can do. They have 
called for Federal help. The Federal o:m.
cials have not been able to solve the 
crimes. However, that does not mean 
that the local officials, wherever they are, 
are not doing the best they can to solve 
those CI1mes. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
There is no way to solve all of the crimes, 
whether they are local or Federal. 

I frankly have cited some of these 
cases. Some of them occurred in my 
State, and some occurred in a neighbor
ing State. 

These cases are being used by the pro
ponents of the pending measure in their 

arguments. However, when we turn this 
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thing around and look at it as it really is, 
the cases are, in large part, clearly not 
based on any racial trouble. An unwill
ingness is shown on the part of many of 
the proponents of the pending bill to 
tackle the matter when labor violence 
is involved. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, as I recall, some several years ago 
we had in Louisiana a situation in which 
a Negro deputy was murdered, so far as 
we could determine from the nature of 
the crime. Everybody in Louisiana did 
his very best to apprehend the culprit. 
We suspected that the one who com
mitted that crime might have had a 
motive that was at least related to racial 
conflict. However, the fact that the man 
who was killed was a deputy of the sher
iff's police force would show that the 
sheriff certainly would want this man to 
be brought to justice. 

The Governor of the State offered a 
reward from his own personal money for 
anyone in private life who could help. 
We were certainly ready to welcome help 
from anybody. 

I assume that the State of Mississippi 
and everybody concerned did all that 
they could to cooperate and help in the 
cases to which the Senator refers. How
ever, it was one of those cases, as some
times happens in the case of murder, in 
which the culprit could not be found. 

The Senator is aware, I believe, of the 
statistics placed in the RECORD by some 
of the prior speakers to the effect that 
there are a great many more unsolved 
murders occurring in Northern Sta.tes 
thian in Southern 'States. 

Mr. STENNIS. I know that is tnte as 
a general proposition. I do not have any 
statistics on it, frankly. However, I know 
that statement is correct. 

Perhaps the local officers are not to 
blame for this. We have not eliminated 
criminal intent. We cannot eliminate 
crime merely by approaching the matter 
on a racial or regional basis. It is ridic
ulous. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
will find some of the facts concerning 
the high degree of unsolved murders in 
northern States compared to southern 
States, I believe in the initial presenta
tion of the senior Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], in which presen
tation he disclosed those facts. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Mississippi may have dis
cussed what I consider to be a fatal de
fect of the original bill, and that is its 
vagueness. 

Will the Senator agree with me that 
it is vague in its terms? The Senator has 
presided over courts of law. He is an ex
pert on constitutional law. What is the 
meaning of the words "interfere with" 
or "threaten to interfere with"? Does the 
Senrutor believe th:aJt as the term is used 
in this bill, it is free from the charge 
of vagueness? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator has given 
an excellent illustration. 

Under the old interpretations, before 

you could have a valid criminal charge 
against a person, the words used by the 
legislation had to have exact and posi
tive and definite meaning, which ex
cluded vague interpretation or any re
mote possibility of vague interpretation, 
but had to hit it right on the nailhead, 
one might say. Otherwise, the law was 
void because of uncertainty, because a 
man was not even put on notice as to 
the charge against him. 

The Senator !has pointed out a defect 
of enormous proportions in the pending 
bill. 

It is vague in another way, if I may 
illustrate. The Senator from Alabama 
referred to this the other day, in his own 
speech. Under the terms of this bill, a 
remote village in a remote State can 
enact an ordinance--say, an ordinance 
on open housing, on a racial subject
and it would come under this language, 
in its sweeping, broad terms, and there 
would be a Federal criminal penalty for 
one who is tried and convicted. Such a 
law is not in effect at present. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. But under the terms of 
this bill, it would be born later. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is incorporated. 
Mr. STENNIS. It is incorporated by 

reference. Even assuming that it would 
not have a future application, just as to 
the present application, if a racial ele
ment is alleged to be involved in a build
ing code, that would make it a Federal 
crime. 

I thank the Senators from Alabama, 
Louisiana, and North Carolina for their 
contribution to the debate. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. HART. I thank the Senator for 

yielding. 
I was necessarily absent from the floor 

for a few minutes. As I returned, I heard 
the fleeting end of an exchange between 
the Senator from Mississippi and the 
Senator from Alabama. It reminded me 
that on Wednesday last, the Senator 
from Alabama, in a principal speech in 
support of the Ervin amendment and in 
opposition to the committee bill, had 
argued that the committee bill would 
have the effect of enforcing State open 
housing laws. I believe I should explain 
this point very briefly. . 

In comparing H.R. 2516 with the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], the 
Senator from Alabama stated that only 
the committee bill would involve what he 
termed the "enforcement of fair housing 
standards." It was argued that the bill 
would penalize those who, on grotmds of 
race, religion, or national origin, would 
forcibly interfere with a person seeking 
to enjoy the benefits of an FHA or VA 
program. This, I am pleased to concede, 
is true. This statute would not have, how
ever, the far-reaching effect that is ap
parently foreseen by the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Section 245(a) (3) provides that any 
person who knowingly interferes, by 
force or threat of force, with another be
cause of race, color, religion, or national 
origin, and because he seeks to partici
pate in a benefit, program, or facility 

provided or administered by the United 
States or by any State, shall be subject 
to criminal penalties. Thus, where the 
evidence shows that an attack was based 
on the victim's race, religion, or national 
origin, and that the interference was be
cause the victim sought to enjoy the 
benefit of housing, the statute would ap
ply if the house were insured by the 
FHA or VA. 

But a racially motivated attack upon 
the owner of an FHA-insured or VA
guaranteed home for any reason other 
than the owner's enjoyment of the rights 
of home ownership would not be cov
ered. Ownership of the home would have 
to have some relation to the reason for 
committing the crime. 

It should also be pointed out that sec
tion 245(a) (3) would cover intimidation 
of the prospective owner of an FHA or 
VA insured home, and that, under some 
circumstances, subsection <c) would pun
ish intimidation of the seller or the offi
cial authorized to afford FHA or VA 
benefits. 

It is crucial to distinguish between the 
effect of this criminal statute and the ef
fect of a civil fair housing law, although 
I would hope that we will soon enact the 
fair housing law as well. A fair housing 
law would require persons to deal in 
housing without regard to race, religion, 
or national origin. This criminal statute 
would require merely that a person not 
violently interfere with another's right 
to live in a home, where that home was 
financed or . insured by a Government 
agency. This bill would not prohibit a 
private individual from himself using 
economic power discrlminatorily. Rather, 
it says he must not use violence to in
terfere with another's rights or to make 
others do likewise. Surely, the opponents 
of the committee bill would not condone 
such violence. 

Thus section 245 (a) (3) has no bearing 
on the exclusion of FHA and VA housing 
from the sc·ope of title VI of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act; nor does it affect the 
1962 Executive order on housing. This 
bill does not establish a right to equal 
access to housing. It does not forbid non
violent discrimination in housing. It 
simply declares that the Federal Gov
ernment will not condone acts or threats 
of force to prevent the peaceful enjoy
ment of benefits which Congress or the 
executive branch have already affirma
tively made available to this Nation's 
citizens. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield the floor, but before I do so, 
I sug.gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MusKIE in the chair). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, informed the Senate that, 
pursuant to the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 
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9355 (a), the Speaker had appointed Mr. 
ROGERS, of Colorado; Mr. FLYNT, of 
Georgia; Mr. MINSHALL, of.Ohio; and Mr. 
BROTZMAN, of Colorado as members of the 
Board of Visitors to the U.S. Air Force 
Academy, on the part of the House. 

The message also informed the Senate 
that, pursuant to the provisions of 10 
U.S.C. 4355(a), the Speaker had appoint
ed Mr. TEAGUE, of Texas; Mr. NATCHER, of 
Kentucky, Mr. RHODES, of Arizona, and 
Mr. PIRNIE, of New York as members of 
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Military 
Academy, on the part of the House. 

The message further informed the 
Senate that, pursuant to the provisions 
of 10 U.S.C. 6968(a), the Speaker had 
appointed Mr. FLOOD, of Pennsylvania; 
Mr. MACHEN, of Maryland; Mr. LIPSCOMB, 
of California; and Mr. MORTON, of Mary
land, as members of the Board of Visitors 
to the U.S. Naval Academy, on the part 
of the House. 

The message also informed the Sen
ate that, pursuant to the provisions of 14 
U.S.C. 194(a), the Speaker had appoint
ed Mr. ST. ONGE, of Connecticut, and Mr. 
WYATT, of Oregon, as members of the 
Board of Visitors to the U.S. Coast Guard 
Academy, on the part of the House. 

The message further informed the 
Senate that, pursuant to the provisions 
of 46 U.S.C. 1126(c). the Speaker had ap
pointed Mr. CAREY, of New York, and Mr. 
BuRKE, of Florida, as members of the 
Board of Visitors to the U.S. Merchant 
Marine Academy, on the part of the 
House. 

AUTHORITY FOR SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR TO ENGAGE IN 
FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATIONS OF 
CERTAIN WATER RESOURCE DE
VELOPMENTS-CONFERENCE RE
PORT 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sub

mit a report of the committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 1788) to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to engage 
in feasibility investigations of certain 
water resource developments. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con
sideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The bill clerk read the report, as fol
lows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
·amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1788) entitled "An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to engage in feasibility 
investigations of certain water resource de
velopments,'' having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the amendments of the House to the text 
and title of the bill; and agree to the same. 

HENRY M. JACKSON, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

T. H. KUCHEL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

HAROLD T. JOHNSON, 

JAMES A. HALEY, 
En REINECKE, 

Managers on the. Part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

The rollcall was continued. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
managers on the part of the House at the 
conference on S. 1788, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to engage in 
feasibility investigations of certain water 
resource developments, voted to recede 
from the disagreement of the House to 
the Senate amendment to the previous 
House amendments. 

When the bill, S. 1788, first passed the 
Senate it authorized the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct investigations to 
determine the feasibility of four poten
tial reclamation projects. Such author
ization is required by section 8 of the 
act of July 9, 1965-79 Stat. 213, 217. The 
bill was amended in the House to include 
two additional feasibility investigations 
and to provide for the preparation of a 
reconnaissance report-a step which is 
normally preliminary to a feasibility in
vestigation-on what was described as 
the "California coastal diversion proj
ect," consisting of subsurface offshore 
conveyance of water from the Eel-Kla
math River areas to an appropriate 
terminal point in southern California. 

Upon return of the bill to the Senate, 
the Senate in effect concurred in the first 
of these amendments--that providing for 
additiorml feasibility mvestigatiolliS
but declined w accept the second-that 
providing for the reconnaissance study. 
The Senate was not opposed to this par
ticular reconnaissance study, but we 
based our disagreement on the belief that 
specific' authorization for a study of this 
type might set an undesirable precedent. 
We believe it -is wrong to attempt to set 
priorities for reconna1ssance surveys by 
statute. The Secretary of the Interior is 
already authorized to make these sur
veys under his general investigative au
thority, subject to availability of funds. 

It was the unanimous belief of the 
members of the conference committee 
and the recommendation of the mem
bers from the House that the House 
should recede from its disagreement to 
the Senate's amendment to the House 
amendments to S. 1788. In so doing, all 
members of the conference committee 
agreed that acceptance of this amend
ment to the amendments is not to be 
taken as in any way indicating a lack of 
interest in seeing the reconnaissance sur-

vey go forward. On the contrary, it was 
agreed by the conferees that, particularly 
in view of its relation to certain feasi
bility investigations authorized in section 
2 of the act of September 7, 1966-80 
Stat. 707, 710-the survey should be 
given a priority position by the Depart
ment of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. It is our hope that the 
Department will sumbit a report on its 
study to the two Houses of Congress not 
later than December 31, 1970. 

Mr. President, I move the adoption of 
the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Washington. 

The motion was agreed to. 

INTERFERENCE WITH CIVIL RIGHTS 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 2516) to prescribe penal
ties for certain acts of violence or in
timidation, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
those of us who rise in objection to H.R. 
2516 do so in a sincere effort to preserve 
the American constitutional and legal 
system for all Americans of all races and 
all generations. This measm·e comes be
fore us at a time of never-ending agita
tion on racial subjects by both designing 
and sincere men, impairs our national 
sanity and diminishes in substantial 
measure the capacity of our public men 
to see the United States steady and to 
see it whole. It is as indefensible a legis
lative proposal as was ever submitted to 
any legislative body in this country. The 
bill before this body today is based on the 
rather strange thesis that the best way 
to promote the civil rights of some Ameri
cans is to set them off as a privileged 
group entitled to special treatment by 
Federal authorities and in so doing, re
duce the supposedly sovereign States to 
meaningless entities on the Nation's map. 

In urging passage of H.R. 2516, the 
proponents advance as their justifica
tion an insulting and insupportable in
dictment of a whole people. 

They say that southern officials are 
generally faithless to their oaths as pub
lic officers and for that reason can and 
should be justifiably denied their right 
and duty to protect the rights of our 
citizens guaranteed them under our laws. 

If this bill should be allowed to slip by 
Congress and successfully run the con
stitutional gauntlet, it would vest in a 
single fallible human being, namely the 
temporary occupant of the office of the 
Attorney General, regardless of his 
character or qualifications, autocratic 
and despotic powers which have no coun
terpart in American history and which 
are repugnant to the basic concepts 
underlying and supporting the Amer
ican constitutional and legal systems. 
H.R. 2516 has as its stated purpose to 
create a whole new sphere of jurisdiction 
for action in enforcement and vindica
tion of the civil rights of private persons 
at public expense, and to confer upon the 
Attorney General the despotic power to 
grant or withhold the supposed benefits 
of the new procedure at his uncontrolled 
discretion. 

In consequence, the bill offends the 
basic American concepts that ours is a 
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government of laws rather than a gov
ernment of men and that courts are 
created to administer equal and exact 
justice according to certain and uniform 
laws applying alike to all men in like 
situations. 

H.R. 2516 is deliberately designed to 
vest in the Attorney General the auto
cratic and despotic power to supersede 
the State laws duly enacted by State 
legislatures in the undoubted exercise 
of the legislative power reserved to the 
States by the lOth amendment. As a 
consequence, the bill is wholly incom
patible with the constitutional doctrine 
of the sovereignty and indestructibility 
of the States. Even apart from this con
sideration, H.R. 2516 is inimical to proper 
Federal-State relations because it pro
poses to place in the hands of the Attor
ney General a legal club by which he can 
browbeat State and local officials into 
submission to his will and thus assume 
control of what are essentially State or 
local governmental matters. 

We would do well to appraise at its full 
value the everlasting truth embodied in 
Daniel Webster's assertion that: 

Whatever governmelllt is not a government 
of laws is a despotism, let it be called what 1:t 
may. 

Consequently, our ancestors based the 
governmental and legal systems of 
America upon these fundamental con
cepts: 

First. That our Government should be 
a government and not a government by 
men-a government in which laws 
should have authority over men, not men 
over laws. 

Second. That our courts should ad
mister equal and exact justice accord
ing to certain and uniform laws apply
ing in like manner to all men in like 
situations. 

In writing our fundamental legal 
document those great Americans at the 
Constitution Convention of 1787 com
prehended in full measure the ever
lasting political truth that no one man or 
set of men can be safely trusted wi·th 
governmental power of an unlimited 
nature. To prevent the exercise of arbi
trary power by the Federal Government, 
they inserted in the Constitution of the 
United States the doctrine of the separa
tion of governmental powers. 

In so doing, they utilized the doctrine 
of the separ·ation of powers in a twofold 
way. 

They delegated to the Federal Govern
ment ·the powers necessary to enable it to 
discharge its limited functions as a cen
tral government and left to the States all 
other powers. It was this use of the doc
trine of the separation of powers which 
prompted Chief Justice Salmon P. Chase 
to make these memorable remarks in his 
opinion in Texas v. White (7 Wal1700): 

Not only, therefore, can there be no loss of 
separate and independent autonomy to the 
States through their union under the Con
stitution, but lt may be not unreasonably 
said, that the preservation of the States, and 
the maintenance of their governments, are 
as much within the design a.nd care of the 
Constitution as the preservation of the Union 
and the maintenance of the National Gov
ernment. The Constitution, in all its pro
visions, looks to an indestructible Union, 
composed of indestructible States. (Texas v. 
White, 7 Wa11700.) 

In their other utilization of the doc
trine of the separation of powers, the 
members of the Convention of 1787 vested 
the power to make laws in the Congress, 
the power to execute laws in the Presi· 
dent, and the power to interpret laws it. 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
and such inferior courts as the Congress 
might establish. Moreover, they declared, 
in essence, that the legislative, the execu
tive, and the judicial powers of the Fed
eral Government should forever remain 
separate and 'distinct from each other. 

Since the two governments, Federal 
and State, exist within the same terri
torial limits, it is obviously indispensable 
to the proper functioning of both of them 
for each of them to exercise its powers in 
such a manner as not to interfere with 
the free and full exercise of the powers 
of the other. 

History makes it crystal clear that the 
Constitution of the United States would 
never have been ratified by the requisite 
number of States if they had not been 
assured that it would be so amended as to 
embrace the principle enunciated by the 
lOth amendment. 

The amendment declares that-
The powers not delegated to the United 

States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively or to the people. 

The legislatures of the several States 
have adopted laws which I dare say ade
quately cover all of the wrongdoing 
which the bill before us today purports 
to correct. 

Happily for America, one may search 
the legislative annals of our country 
without finding anything corresponding 
to the monstrous proposal that a single 
Federal executive officer, to wit, the At
torney General, should be given the auto
cratic and despotic power to supersede 
valid State laws in particular cases to be 
selected by him. It is submitted in all sin
cerity that the proposal is utterly repug
nant to the constitutional doctrine of the 
indestructibility and sovereignty of the 
States. 

Congress itself is without authority to 
nullify State statutes enacted by State 
legislatures in the undoubted exercise of 
the legislative powers reserved to the 
States by the lOth amendment, and that 
Congress cannot delegate to a Federal 
executive officer an authority not pos
sessed by it. 

It would be well for our country if 
those who advocate this unprecedented 
proposal would pause and ponder these 
words from the Supreme Court decision 
in Carter against Carter Coal Co. 

Every journey to a forbidden end begins 
with the first step, and the danger of such 
a step by the Federal Government in the di
rection of taking over the powers of the 
States is that the end of the journey may 
file the States so despoiled of their powers, 
or-what may amount to the same thing
so reLieved of rthe respons1bill.tles wh!cf.b. pos
session at the powers necessarily enjoins as 
to reduce them to little more than geograph
ical subdivisions of the national domain. It 
is safe to say that if, when the Constitution 
was under consideration it had been thought 
that any such danger lurked behind its plain 
words, it would never have been ratified. 

That is the Supreme Court of the 
United States speaking, Mr. President. 

The contents of the bill before the 

Senate today carries implicit in it, un
wise and unwarranted tampering with 
this constitutional concept of divided 
governmental authority. This does vio
lence to one of the hallowed principles on 
which this Government is constituted 
and has so long endured. Before taking 
such a drastic step we would do well to 
ponder these eloquent words of Daniel 
Webster: 

Other misfortunes may be borne, or their 
effects overcome. If disastrous wars should 
sweep our commerce from the ocean, another 
generation may renew it; if tt exhausts our 
treasury, future industry may replenish it; 
if it desolate and lay waste our fields, st1ll, 
under a new cultivation, they w111 grow green 
again, and ripen to future harvests. 

It were but a trifle even if the walls of 
yonder Capitol were to crumble, if its lofty 
pillars should fall, and its gorgeous decora
tions be all covered by the dust of the valley. 
All these may be rebuilt. But who shall re
construct the fabric of demolished govern
ment? Who shall rear again the well-propor
tioned columns of constitutional liberty? 

Who shall frame together the skillful 
architecture which united national sover
eignty with State Rights, individual security, 
and Public prosperity? 

No, if these columns fall, they will be 
raised not again. Like the Colosseum and the 
Parthenon, they wlll be destined to a 
mournful and melancholy immorality. Bit
terer tears, however, will flow over them than 
ever were shed over the monuments of Ro
man or Grecian art; for they wm be the 
monuments of a more glorious edifice than 
Greece or Rome ever saw-the edifice of con
stitutional American liberty. (Daniel Web
ster, 1832). 

As just one example of a number of 
absurdities in this bill, let me cite the 
following: 

Some Members of the House of Repre
sentatives, in an effort to assure that the 
bill contain nothing in its provisions 
which would in any way hamper the na
tional guardsmen and law enforcement 
officers, engaged in the fulfillment of 
their responsibility for keeping the public 
order. These people, who have been on 
the front lines of numerous riots and dis
orders in recent years, deserve every bit 
of aid we can give them in performing 
their thankless task. To do anything 
which would further tie the hands of 
those sent into pitched battle to quell 
these senseless riots would be the very 
height of folly. 

Realizing this, the House added a floor 
amendment to this bill which said: 

Provided, however, That nothing within 
this section shall be construed so as to deter 
any law enforcement officer from lawfully 
carrying out the lawful duties of his office or 
enforcing lawful ordinances and laws of the 
United States or their political subdivisions. 

Mr. President, one searches in vain in 
the bill before us for any such guarantee. 
In fact, I find nothing in the language of 
the Committee version of H.R. 2516 
which in any way seeks to keep this en
tangling web of legal double-talk any
thing which would keep this bill from en
snaring the local omcials and thwarting 
their efforts to keep the peace. 

Let me cite an example of what could 
develop should this bill unwisely be writ
ten into law. My example comes from a 
case which grew out of a Negro demon
stration in Baton Rouge, La., a few years 
ago. Known as Cox against Louisiana, 
this case-which was mentioned on this 
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:floor prioT to the time of this debate
was ultimately decided by the u.s. su
preme Court. 

In this case, the Supreme Court re
versed the Louisiana Supreme Court 
which has affirmed the conviction of the 
appellant Cox as a leader of a large group 
of some 2,000 Negro students who had 
assembled near the courthouse in Baton 
Rouge, in protest of the arrest the previ
ous day of other Negro students for 
picketing stores that maintained segre
gated lunch counters. 

In their march on the courthouse, the 
mob of 2,000 was halted near the court
house by officers and were told by the 
police chief to stay on the west side of 
the street, where they sang songs, dis
played banners, clapped their hands, and 
listened to a speech by Cox. The sheriff 
construed as inflammatory Cox's con
cluding remark to "sit in" at uptown 
lunch counters and ordered dispersal of 
the mob. 

When it was not forthcoming, officers 
dispersed ·the mob and arrested Cox the 
next day for disturbance of the peace, 
obstructing public passages, and couT't
house picketing---all of which was con
trary to the State law. It was brought 
out in the record that the exhortations of 
the mob had elicited responses from the 
students who were in jail. Cox was con
victed and it was affirmed until the Su
preme Court of the United States 
reversed the conviction. 

The Court held that the breach of the 
peace statute was unconstitutional be
cause of vagueness-get this, Mr. Presi
dent--vagueness in its overly broad scope 
and that because local officials had al
lowed other groups on occasions to pa
rade, ·there was no unlawfu[ obstruction 
of 'trlaffic or the streets. Thus, the COurt 
ruled that Cox and the whole group were 
lawfully assembled. 

An approprf.ate question can be raised 
as to what could have happened had the 
present civil rights bill, H.R. 2516, been 
in effect when the sheriff broke up the 
mob and arrested Cox. 

This would have been not only an at
tempt but an actual interference with 
persons because of race, and so forth, at
tempting to engage in the activities cov
ered in the bill, and Cox made a speech 
along this line which is protected specifi
cally in the bill. This in itself could be 
up to a 1-year crime for anyone who 
interfered with Cox and his followers. If 
there were any allegations of club swing
ing, and so forth, in breaking up the 
mob the 10-year felony aspects of the 
instant bill would apply. Tear gas was 
used, and that might be called bodily in
jury, depending on how that term would 
be construed in the courts. 

As a matter of fact, to my certain 
knowledge in that particular case, the 
police used police dogs to back the mob 
off. I would assume that in some partic
ular instances the dogs might have torn 
some persons' trousers, or at least come 
in contact with them, but no one was 
seriously injured, and the sheriff pre
served the peace and enforced the laws, 
which, insofar as he knew, were valid up 
to that time, and were laws which previ
ous Supreme Courts of the United States 
would have held valid. 

OXIV--82-Part 1 

Under such a law, half of the Baton 
Rouge Police Force could have been 
thrown into jail and/or fined for per
forming the duty which the laws of 
Louisiana imposed on them. 

Such a situation would be ridiculous 
and completely intolerable. To the al
ready intimidated and hamstrung law 
enforcement officials of this Nation, such 
a law would appear to prove that the last 
vestiges of sanity have been removed 
from the ru1es they live by. 

Just what does it presage-.-this bill 
that would make it a Federal crime to in
terfere with or "intimidate" anyone seek
ing to exercise his rights in the form of 
voting, running for office, or other such 
prerogatives? If this pending legislation 
should become law, then a Federal prison 
term might become the consequence of 
interference with such activities. 

At first blush, this might not seem un
reasonable. At least, not to me. For I be
lieve that activities are basic tenets of 
the free democratic system, and should 
not be tampered with. But the great dan
gel7 with legislation of this type is not the 
underlying ideal or motive, but the ma
chinery which it creates and utilizes to 
effect such an ideal. 

As the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN] has already so ably pointed 
out in this debate, it is folly to believe, 
with respect to civil rights enforcement, 
that the Department of Justice is always 
just. My concern is that this measure 
could be misintert>Teted and stretched by 
some overzealous Federal official as a ve
hicle for intrusion into every city, county, 
and State in the Union in areas ranging 
from elections to juries. 

And my greawst immediate concern is 
the unwitting stumbling block it cou1d 
place before State and local o:tncials in 
their honest attempts to detain and pros
ecute the incendiary rabblerousers who 
seem bent on destroying the great cities 
of America. 

Mr. President, as I pointed out earlier, 
my best information on this subject is 
that we have today about 50,000 vacan
cies on police forces in the United States. 
These vacancies exist because the police 
have 'been discouraged from doing their 
jobs. They have not received the kind of 
public support to which they are entitled. 
Further, they are not even adequately 
compensated in pay. But even more than 
that, they are frustrated when they seek 
to enforce the law, as a resu1t of deci
sions that they have seen recently from 
the Supreme Court--decisions which 
further and further have protected the 
criminal from society, rather than mov
ing in the other direction, the protection 
of society from criminals. The police ar
rest these cu1prits or criminals only to 
see them turned loose by technicalities, 
particularly technicalities invented in 
recent years by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

So it is difficult to attract competent 
people to apply for law-enforcement jobs 
and qualify themselves to take over these 
positions. 

Here we have a proposed law before 
us that would make it even more diffi
cu1t, especially in Southern States, to 
have people with knowledge take those 
jobs. Why, because they would have a 
duty to protect society on one hand, and 

then, on the other hand, be required to 
act at their peril in the event the court 
did not uphold the statutes they would 
be asked to enforce. It is bad enough to 
turn the culprits loose, but this law would 
cause, not the criminal, but the police 
officer, to be put in jail or fined because 
he was doing his duty in enforcing the 
laws of the State or ordinances of the 
city. 

In addition, Mr. President, to the ex
tremely valid points that some of my 
colleagues have made against this bill, 
I recently came across a column by the 
nationally syndicated columnist, Mr. 
James J. Kilpatrick, which appeared in 
the Washington Star of November 2, 
1967. Mr. Kilpatrick raises questions 
that I believe all of us here today should 
take the time to ponder: 

There was a time, in the earlier days of 
·the Republic, when such debates were every
day affairs. They come along quite seldom 
now. The general theory seems to be that the 
Congress can enact whatever laws it pleases: 
not much is heard of the old doctrine, spelled 
out 1n the Tenth Amendment, that the 
powers of the federal government are llmited 
by the Constitution. 

Addressing himself to the deficiencies 
of the bill, Mr. Kilpatrick continues: 

On the face of it, the House bill seems 
plausible. On closer examination, it becomes 
evident that the measure goes far beyond the 
powers of Congress. The blll would establish 
an entirely new class of federal crimes based 
1n part upon the enforcement of a non
existent federal right, i.e., the right to be 
protected from acts of private discrimina
tion. No such right is known to the law. The 
Flourteenth Amendment surely does not con
vey it. 

_The blll's punitive provisions, ranging up 
to life in prison, would be triggered when any 
person by force or threat of force inter
fered with another person by reason of his 
race, color, religion, political affiliation, or 
national origin. 

Mr. President, how far do people pro
pose to go with some of these things? I 
can recall so well in days of politics in 
my own State when it was almost tradi
tional at election time for both sides to 
have a good, first-class fist fight around 
some of the ballot boxes on election day. 
The State administration would be sup
porting one candidate and the city ad
ministration wou1d be supporting an
other, and the State wanted to see to it 
that the city policemen did not interfere 
with the polls, and the city policemen 
wanted to see that the State officials did 
not interfere with the polls. The result 
was that they would have a first-class 
dcmnybrook. This, of course, over a pe
riod of time we have managed to iron 
out, but it could conceivably happen 
again. 

But of what possible interest is it to 
the Federal Government that a hotly 
contested election between two different 
groups, one a city organization and an
other a State organization, both Demo
cratic, have a first-class, knockdown 
fight? Of what possible interest shou1d 
that be to the Federal Government? Yet 
here we have a proposed statute provid
ing that, because of a difference in re
ligion or political a:fllliation, the Federal 
Government must step in and act be
cause someone has interfered, by force, 
with another person. It was never even 
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suggested, so far as I can recall, that be
cause one man might be a Catholic and 
the other might be a Protestant, it was 
any concern of the Federal Government 
that they became involved in a fracas, 
which would be the proper concern of the 
Federal Government and the Federal 
courts and the Attorney General should 
intervene. 

Continuing the quote of Mr. Kil
patrick: 

But force is not defined, and interfere with 
is not defined. The bill applies to all employ
ment by any private employer, thus leaping 
beyond the boundaries of interstate com
merce fixed in existing law. 

As Senator Ervin points out, the House 
bill creates a special class even in areas, such 
as voting rights and federally financed activi
ties, where a valid congressional power can 
be acknowledged. Thus it would be a crime 
for a white man to threaten a Negro seeking 
to vote, but it would not be a crime for a 
white man to threaten another white man 
seeking to vote. 

Why? If the right to vote is sacred, why 
should it be a crime for one to threaten 
another merely because of race? Why 
.should it not be a crime merely to 
threaten another man? Is this not an as
sault-subject to both civil and criminal 
sanction? 

I continue to quote Mr. Kilpatrick: 
The bill would protect a Negro rabble

rouser on a federally subsidized campus; it 
would not protect a Navy recruiter or a mem
ber of the Cabinet on the same campus. 
. In brief, despite some qualifying language 
inserted on the floor of the House, the ad
ministration's proposal 1s tailor-made for 
Negro extremists who would be protected, by 
reason of their race, from the natural con
sequences of extremism. 

As I say, as concerned as the people of 
this country are about Stokely car
michael or H. Rap Brown, here is a bill 
to help Stokely Carmichael and H. Rap 
Brown carry on their conduct and to stir 
up hatred and ill will among people of 
their race and put cities to the torch, as 
has been known to happen in the past 
wilth men of this type of attitude. 

I was particularly pleased to note that 
Mr. Kilpatrick cited the fine arguments 
that the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] has pro
pounded to enlighten the Members of the 
Senate as to such ill-advised legislation. 

Let me take this opportunity to express 
my gratitude to the Senator for his tire
less efforts over the years in bringing to 
the attention of the Senate the grave 
dangers posed by such plastic interpreta
tions of the Constitution. 

In the 19 years that I have served here, 
I have fought these measures with all my 
will. 

Even so, I have often relied on the 
legal wisdom, insight, and advice of those 
who have served-on the committee and 
had an opportunity to study the problem, 
such as the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. ERVIN]. 

His experience has given him the ex
traordinary ability to cite, in the most 
succinct of terms, the constitutional fal
lacies of these so-called civil rights bills. 
As this debate began more than a week 
ago, the Senator discussed the pending 
bill with such clarity that it bears at least 
reference: 

. 

This is a criminal statute without parallel 
in this Nation, he warned. It is a criminal 
statute which would make criminality de
pend either upon the race or the rellgion 
or the national origin of the alleged victim 
of the acts or threats of the accused. 

This bUI would be a very dangerous statute 
for a government which found it to be polit
ically profitable to practice tyranny, because 
it would create literally hundreds of new 
crimes which do not exist either under Fed
eral law or the laws of the States. I say that 
because it would provide whoever, whether 
or not acting under color of law, by force or 
threat of force, does certain things under 
certain circumstances. 

So we would have a statute, for all prac
tical purposes, saying this: If a white man 
uses force or threat of force against a colored 
man because of racial motivations and be
cause he is engaging in one of these activi
ties, or if a colored man uses force or threat 
of force against a white man because he is 
seeking to engage in one of these activities 
and because of his race, religion, or national 
origin, then it is a case for the Federal court; 
but if a white man uses force or threat of 
force to keep another white man from exer
cising his constitutional rights or his legal 
rights, the Federal court would have no juris
diction; and if a colored man should use 
force or threat of force to keep another 
colored man from exercising his constitu
tional or legal rights, the Federal court 
would have no jurisdiction. 

Is it not absurd to make the jurisdiction 
of a court depend, not upon the character 
of the acts committed, but upon the race 
or the religion or the national origin of the 
accused or of the prosecuting witness? Why 
should we fragmentize our society on the 
basis of race, religion, or national origin 
and give the Federal courts jurisdiction 
where there is a difference between the 
prosecuting witness and the accused in those 
respects, but leave the cases in the State 
courts where no such differences exist, but 
where the acts committed are identically 
the same? 

What the Senator from North Caro
lina argued, and wha.Jt I am saying, is 
that the rights of all Americans should 
be protected-and that is what his sub
stitute amendments would achieve. 

It is absurd and unwise to put on the 
statute books a law that allows local au
thorities to prosecute a white man ac
cused of killing another white man, but 
calls for the long arm of the Federal 
Government, should they be of different 
race. Indeed, under this law, it would 
be a local matter if a Baptist were to 
intimidate another Baptist; but let him 
intimidate one of his Methodist neigh
bors, and Uncle Sam would have a duty 
to intervene. 

In my years here, I have seen far 
more insidious civil rights bills, but I 
have never come across one with such 
a low enforceability quotient. 

Imagine, if you will, some of the ludi
crous situations that could arise under 
its provisions. It was the distinguished 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] 
who has talked already about the hei
nous murders of some years ago in Phila
delphia, Miss. Two of the victims were 
white, the other a Negro. It is safe to 
assume the murderers were white men. 

Under this law, an unprecedented mess 
would be wrought in trying to prosecute 
the tpe murderers. 

As I best understand it, those men who 
killed the Negro would be subject to 
Federal prosecution. But those who mur
dered the white boys would be prose
cuted only by the State or by existing 

Federal machinery. Or, in a case like 
this, when it is unknown who did the 
actual firing, would they all be prose
cuted under State law, then again under 
this new gadget that the collective mind 
of the Justice Department has con
trived? 

Never before have so many put their 
heads together to concoct such a clumsy. 
slapdash scheme to guarantee unequal 
justice under the law. 

Those Senators from the North and 
East are not the only ones whose con
sciences have been offended and stung 
by such monstrous crimes as the one I 
have described. It is an understatement 
for me to say that all thinking and de
cent Americans deplore such an act. No 
reason or emotion in the world can ex
cuse such conduct. 

But my great fear is that in reacting 
emotionally to such things as the viola
tion of those three men's civil rights, we 
are apt to create laws that erode the 
rights of other Americans. 

Another situation that could arise 
easily under this proposed law intrigues 
me even more than the one I have just 
cited. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield very briefly? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may yield to the Senator from Michigan 
without prejudice to my rights. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered . 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I regret 
interrupting the able and always inter
esting Senator from Louisiana, but to 
return a.g9.in to thiat case in Plilladelphia. 
Miss., I repeat the answer I made last 
week in the exchange with the Senator 
from Florida and the Senator from 
North Carolina: The bill that the com
mittee reports does cover the deaths 
both of the two white men and of the 
one Negro. I doubt, even if I obtain 
unanimous consent to have the language 
of the bill printed in the RECORD, that we 
will not hear the same argument tomor
row; but I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in the RECORD 
section 245 (b) of the committee re
ported bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the bill was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
§ 245. Interference with civil rights 

Whoever, whether or not acting under 
color of law, by force or threat of force--

• • • 
(b) knowingly injures, intimidates, or in

terferes with, or attempts to injure, intimi
date, or interfere with any person (1) to 
discourage such person or any other person 
or any class of persons from lawfully par
ticipating or seeking to participate in any 
such benefits or activities without discrimi
nation on account of race, color, religion, or 
national origin, or (2) because he is or has 
been urging or aiding others to so partici
pate, or is or has been engaging in speech 
or peaceful assembly opposing any denial 
of the opportunity to so participate; 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the Sen
ator read that? 

Mr. HART. Yes. It makes it a crime 
for anybody, by force or threat of 
force--

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. From what 
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page is the Senator reading, may I ask? 
I am trying to find what the Senator 
is reading. 

Mr. HART. Let us begin with page 7 
of the bill, section 245, and excerpt a lit
tle for purposes of both brevity and 
simplicity: 

Whoever, whether or not acting under 
color of law, by force or threat of force--

Then turn to page 9, line 7: 
(b) knowingly injures, intimidates, or in

terferes with, or attempts to injure, intimi
date, or interfere with any person (1) to 
discourage such person or any other person 
or any class of persons from lawfully par
ticipating or seeking to participate in any 
of the benefits described in items (1) through 
(8) in section (a). 

The bill goes on to provide: "or be
cause the person that is interfered with 
has been aiding others to participate, or 
is or has been engaged in speech or 
peaceful assembly opposing any denial of 
the opportunity to participate." 

As I understand the situation in Phila
delphia, Miss., two northern white men 
had been actively encouraging citizens 
of that county in Mississippi to register 
to vote. And they, together with a Negro, 
were shot down on the road. A convic
tion was obtained in that case under the 
old conspiracy statute. 

The case made was that there had 
been a decision on the part of a group 
of whites, as the Senator has said, "to 
stop this business of these northerners, 
these outside agitators, coming in here 
and getting these people to register to 
vote." 

The Senator is probably a better judge 
as to whether that effort was successful 
or not. However, my hunch is that there 
was a very substantial fallout effect from 
the murders and that there was very 
much lessened support for the registering 
and voting of people from that commu
nity. 

However, whatever the effect-
whether the killing of those men did or 
did not have the effect of deterring peo
ple from exercising their rights to regis
ter-that was the purpose of the killing 
of both the whites and the Negro. That 
would be proceeded with as a Federal 
crime in the Federal court under the 
committee bill. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
we were discussing the general subject 
and the Senator had to leave the floor 
when I responded to the comment he 
made a few days ago. Perhaps he did not 
read my response. 

It has not been established at all 
that these persons were intimidated or 
that they were interfered with to dis
courage them or any other person from 
lawfully participating or seeking to par
ticipate in any such benefits or activities 
without discrimination because of race, 
color, religion, or national origin. 

It is obvious that they were not trying 
to discourage them from conducting that 
activity. They killed them. We could not 
distinguish whether they wanted to dis
courage them or not. That would have 
nothing to do with it. 

The bill goes on to say: "because he is 
or has been urging or aiding others to so 
participate, or is or has been engaging in 
speech or peaceful assembly opposing 

any denial of the opportunity to so 
participate." 

That was not proved. What was proved 
in this case, as I understand it, was that 
these people were killed. And when some
one takes the life of another, we do not 
have to prove what was in the back of 
his mind. About all we have to prove is 
that he did not have a justifiable basis 
upon which to kill another person, but 
that he did it knowing what he was do
ing, and that he did not do it accidentally 
but did it, according to the legal lan
guage, with malice aforethought, which 
usually implies that he knew what he was 
doing when he killed the other man. 

Nobody has proved to this date that 
what was in the back of the minds of 
these people when these men were killed 
was that these men had been urging 
people to participate in certain conduct. 
That was not established at all. 

For all we know, they might have done 
it because the man who was the head of 
the Ku Klux Klan told them to do it. 
Perhaps he said, "Here is your job. You 
do it." 

How would we know that? That is one 
of the points that has been made here. 
A statute, to make any sense, should not 
try to discern between unworthy motives 
as to what is responsible for the crime. 
It should seek to say that it is a crime to 
do so-and-so. and if the individual has 
the requisite intent, then he is guilty of 
such a crime. 

The other day we talked about this 
subject, and I suggested that when the 
Ku Klux Klan burned a cross on the 
mayor's front lawn, if we are going to 
pass a law of this kind, we ought to pro
tect the mayor with some provision of 
that kind. 

The Senator then said that the mayor 
would be covered. However, that is not 
so. The mayor would have to be covered 
under the theory that the mayor was or 
had been urging people to participate or 
was or had been engaged in speaking or 
peaceful assembly opposing any denial 
of the right to participate. 

However, Mr. President, I myself have 
known what it is to find that somebody 
was upset because there was an act in the 
State legislature having to do with whose 
name ought to be at the head of the 
ballot--whether it ought to be the name 
of President Johnson or Gov. George 
Wallace. And, perhaps I might have 
taken . the attitude that the traditional 
party leader's name ought to be used 
rather than the name of someone selected 
by a State group. 

If one gets a Ku Klux cross burned on 
his lawn, that situation would not be 
covered by the proposed statute. How
ever, that burning of the cross would be 
an invasion of one's privacy. It would 
tend to terrorize one's wife and children. 

Some time ago we had an unpleasant 
incident occur on the premises of our 
home. We did not know who was re
sponsible. However, we can reasonably 
assume that it resulted from views ex
pressed by me with reference to certain 
legislative measures in the Senate. 

Even though I might be on the oppo
site side of a bill from the Senator from 
Michigan, one who might feel very 
strongly opposed to my position might 

want to burn a cross on my lawn and 
say that I should have done more than 
merely oppose the bill. They might say 
that I should have gone the limit and 
engaged in a fist fight on the floor of the 
Senate, for example. 

As a matter of fact, some of the Sen
ators from Southern States frequently 
find that some members of the extreme 
segregationist party are up in arms and 
outraged at us because we take a rea
soned and moderate approach to a prob
lem, even though we do take the opposite 
view from that of the Senator from 
Michigan. We differ, but we differ in 
somewhat different ways. 

I recall some time back when we were 
discussing a civil rights matter that I 
explained that I had been urging all of 
the local officials to cooperate in regis
tering the qualified Negro voters in my 
State. I said that in these civil rights de
bates we should not be required to justify 
the action of any local official who de
clined to register qualified Negro voters. 

That statement caused an emergency 
meeting of half of the citizens councils 
in Louisiana. They denounced me for the 
attitude I took, and said that on the 
merits my views were similar to those of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

With the procedure as to who should 
do it or how it should be done, I did 
not agree; I felt that on the merits no 
qualified person, regardless of his color, 
should be denied the right to vote. 

But at that particular time, in some 
parishes, few Negroes were permitted to 
vote. There was a meeting of the local 
officials, and they unanimously signed a 
resolution condemning the junior Sena
tor from Louisiana for making the state
ment that, on the merits of the ques
tion, he thought those who differed with 
him on the measure were right, but that 
he merely differed as to who should do 
it and how it should be done. It is not 
at all unusual for things like that to 
happen. 

The other illustration that I gave the 
Senator would not be covered at all; that 
is, when a klansman is indicted for vio
lating the law. That has happened. A 
klansman went before a regular public 
official, a man who held a minor office. 
In Louisiana, we would call it a police 
jury office. The klansman went to that 
respected citizen, who, I believe, if 1 
correctly recall the story, was a minor 
official in the parish government. The 
klansman asked the official to sign a 
bond so that he could be released from 
jail. The local official did not sign the 
bond, and a couple of days later his 
house was dynamited. But the local of
ficial was not trying to get anybody the 
equal protection of the laws; he just 
did not trust the credit of the man who 
wanted him to siin the bond. And he 
would not have been protected for a 
moment by this bill. If you are going to 
pass a bill of this sort, it seems to me 
that the fellow who did not want to sign 
on the bond for the Ku Klux Klansman 
should be protected, also. He certainly 
would not be protected under this bill; 
and if he would, will the Senator from 
Michigan kindly point out how. 

Mr. HART. We always hate to be the 
device which encourages extended debate 
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and to keep willing participants in the 
extension of the debaite, so let me reply 
very briefly. 

In most of the actions-indeed, I ven
ture to say in every one of the acts of 
violence or threats of violence that this 
bill would reach-there is a violation of 
State law. 

I would assum~though I certainly do 
not know Louisiana law-that trespass 
on a mayor's property or anyone else's 
front lawn and the structuring of a cross 
and the burning of it would be a viola
tion of State law. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am not sure 
it is, frankly, but I assume it is. 

Mr. HART. Let us make that assump
tion. 

Generally speaking, law enforcement 
is colorblind. But sometimes it is not. 
We attempt, by this bill, to supply Fed
eral jurisdiction for those situations 
where it has not been provided. Let us 
hope that very soon it will be colorblind 
everywhere. But whenever it is not color
blind, in these areas we make provision. 

The Senator from Louisiana, who ear
lier was bewailing the extension of Fed
eral criminal law to the point where we 
would have a national police force, now 
is arguing for the extension of the bill 
so as to cover every violation, every 
intrusion, and-as earlier the Senator 
from Mississippi said-every scume in a 
schoolyard. We believe that would be un
wise, imprudent, and unnecessary. 

<At this point, Mr. HoLLINGS assumed 
the chair as Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If one is going 
to enact meaningful legislation, he 
should not discriminate. We are talking 
about a section against discrimination. 
If we are going to do it equitably, we 
should do it for everybody and to every
body. We should not do it for some and 
to some. Everyone should be treated the 
same. So I am making the argument 
against discrimination in this case. 

I believe it would be better to junk the 
entire statute and forget al:,lout it; but 
if we must pass the bill, it does seem to 
me that everyone should be protected 
under the bill instead of just a few. 

I was visiting just a few days ago here 
with the mayor of Baton Rouge, and his 
visit brought to mind an incident-or, 
should I say, a series of incidents. 

The mayor of that city has several 
times taken a position that he thought 
that justice, honor, and his conscience 
required him to take as an elected official 
of that city. On some three occasions, the 
Ku Klux Klan visited his home to bum 
a cross on his lawn. 

If that man is to be intimidated and 
discouraged from his duty as he sees it, 
it seems most patently correct that he 
would be denied the benefits of this pro
posed law because he is a white man 
being intimidated by white men. Why 
should it be necessary that he be a Negro 
to be protected in the right of doing his 
duty as his honor and his conscience 
require him to do it? 

I hope tt will not test the patience of 
other Senators for me to clte another 
incident that occurred in Baton Rouge. 
I believe it serves the same illustrative 
point. 

Recently, a dedicated member of the 

school board sat with other members of 
the school board, and he felt that they 
had no choice but to go along with a 
court order requiring them to integrate. 
They had exhausted all of their legal 
remedies. They had no other choice,· and 
they would have to think in terms of 
complying with the court order. 

Some time in the next day or so, mem
bers of rtihe Ku Klux :m1aJn called at his 
home when he was not there, and they 
terrified his wife and children-intimi
dating the man and scaring his family 
because he was doing what he felt his 
duty required of him as an elected pub
lic official. Why should the proposed 
statute require that there must be an in
cident of a black man threatening a 
white man or a white man threatening 
a black man, when it is wrong in any 
event? 

Over 100 years have passed since the 
terrible and bloody conflict which di
vided this country in bitter camps, each 
side fighting and dying for causes which 
it held dear. 

From that low point in our history we 
have become a strongly united people, 
forming the greatest Nation in all the 
world. Along with such a development, 
terrific responsibility has become an in
tegral part of the duties of this Nation, 
and of every individual fortunate enough 
to live within this country. As a united 
people, side by side, we have fought in 
two gigantic world wars. Every respon
sible person in this country today must 
realize that, had the North and South 
become separate. nations in the 1860's, 
ultimate , reunification of our people 
would nevertheless have been compelled 
by subsequent unforseen and unsus
pected circumstances. 

Faced by today's inner problems and 
outside enemies, a unification of this 
country now is indispensable U we are to 
continue as a nation. 

As we thus strive for a continuation of 
this vital unity, it becomes the duty of 
everyone of us in this body to study the 
proposed legislation, the reasons, if any, 
for such legislation, and to determine in 
our hearts and minds what should be 
done in the best interest of our country. 
If we are seriously to do this, I think it 
becomes imperative that we consider 
history; previous legislation on this sub
ject; the evils that proponents claim 
this legislation will cure, and the actual 
curative powers of the suggested reme
dies. It is also absolutely necessary to 
study the constitutionali~y of the pro
posed legislation. 

The 13th amendment simply provides 
that neither slavery nor involuntary 
servitude, except as a punishment for 
crime whereof the party shall have been 
duly convicted, shall exist within the 
United States, or any place subject to 
its jurisdiction, with the added provision 
that Congress shall have power to en
force that amendment by appropriate 
legislation. 

The 14th amendment might be divided 
into four parts: First. That all persons 
born or naturalized in the United States 
and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, 
are citizens of the United States and the 
States wherein they reside. 

Second. No State shall make or enforce 

any law which shall abridge the privilege 
or immunities of citizens of the United 
States. 

Third. Nor, shall any State deprive any 
person of life, liberty, or property, with
out due process of law; nor deny to any 
person within its jurisdiction the equal 
protection of the laws. 

Fourth. Congress shall have power to 
enforce, by appropriate legislation, the 
provisions of that amendment. 

It should be abundantly plain that part 
2, enumerated herein, applies to State 
action only, and to citizens of the United 
States only. The word citizen becomes of 
prime importance. 

Only in part 3 of that amendment 
herein, is it made applicable to any per
son and certainly that part refers to State 
action. 

It follows that, with reference to part 
4, Congress does have the power to make 
appropriate legislation, covering the pro
visions of the 14th amendment, but cer
tainly such legislation must be in con
formity to the amendment itself. 

The 15th amendment simply provides: 
The right of citizens of the United States 

to vote shall not be denied or abridged by 
the United States or by a.ny State on account 
of race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude. 

Further, it provides that Congress 
shall have power to enforce this amend
ment by appropriate legislation. The 
power thalt Congress has to enact legis
lation under the 15th amendment is to 
legislation in behalf of citizens of the 
United States as defined in the 14th 
amendment, so that no citizen will be 
deprived of his right to vote, or that 
such right be denied or abridged by the 
United states or by any State, because of 
the race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude of that citizen. 

It certainly must be noted that the 
15th amendment ,applies to any citizen 
of the United States who is denied his 
rights, or had had his rights abridged by 
State action, on account of his race, 
color, or previous condition of servitude. 

This amendment says nothing what
ever about "unwarranted economic pres
sures" or "social'' aspects, and says 
nothing· wh.atsoever concerning "reli
gion." As a matter of fact, constitutional 
amendment 1 provides: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof. 

Thomas Jefferson and the other 
fathers of our Constitution would be 
appalled to find that Congress had enter
tained any idea of legislating to any 
extent whatsoever upon religion or pro
hibiting the free exercise thereof. 

Shortly after the War of the States, 
Congress did enact certain civil rights 
bills. These measures were enacted over 
the violent protect of the President of 
the United States, and that is a matter 
of history. The majority of these laws 
were enacted at a time when 11 Southern 
States had no representation in Con
gress. Over the years ,a number of these 
statutes were nullified by decisions of 
the Supreme Court. In one such case, 
United States against Cruikshank, the 
Court said: 
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The 14th amendment prohibits a state 

from denying to any person within its juris
diction the equal protection of the law; but 
this provision does not any more than the 
one which precedes it, and which we have 
just considered, add anything to the rights 
which one citizen has under the Constitu
tion against another. The equality of the 
rights of citizens is a principle of republi
canism. Every republican government is in 
duty bound to protect all its citizens in the 
enjoyment of this principle, if within its 
power. That duty was originally assumed 
by the States; and it st111 remains there. 

The Court has further said the 14th 
amendment does not invest Congress 
with the power to legislate upon sub
jects which are within the domain of 
State legisl8ttion or State action. That it 
does not ,authorize Congress to create a 
code of municipal law for the regulation 
of private rights; but to provide modes of 
redress against the operation of State 
laws, and the actions of State officers, 
executive or judicial, when these are sub
versive of the fundamental rights speci
fied in the amendment. 

In the case of United States against 
Stanley, et al., the Court said: 

And so, in the present case, until some 
State law has been passed, or some State 
action by its officers or agents has been 
taken, adverse to the rights of citizens 
sought to be protected by the 14th amend
ment, no legislation of the United States 
under said amendment, nor any proceeding 
under such legislation, can be called into 
activity; for the prohibitions of the amend
ment are against State laws and acts done 
under State authority. 

On page 14, the Court wisely said: 
If this legislation (meaning civil rights 

legislation of 1875) is appropriate for en
forcing the prohibitions of the amendment, 
it is difficult to see where it is to stop. Why 
may not Congress with equal show of au
thority enact a code of laws for the enforce
ment and vindication of all rights of life, 
liberty, and property? If it is supposable that 
the States may deprive a person of life, lib
erty, and property without due process of 
law (and the amendment itself does suppose 
it), why should not Congress proceed at once 
to prescribe due process of law for the pro
tection of everyone of these fundamental 
rights, in every possible case, as well as to 
prescribe equal privileges in inns, public 
conveyances, and theaters? The truth is that 
the implication of a power to legislate in this 
manner is based upon the assumption that 
if the States are forbidden to legislate or act 
in a particular way on a particular subject, 
and power is conferred upon Congress to en
force the prohibition, which gives Congress 
power to legislate generally upon that sub
ject, and not merely power to provide modes 
of redress against such State legislation or 
action. The assumption is certainly unsound. 
It is repugnant to the lOth amendment of 
the Constitution, which declares that powers 
not delegated to the United States by the 
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the 
States, are reserved to the States, respec
tively, or to the people. 

On page 17 of this decision, the U.S. 
Supreme Court made this pertinent ob
servation: 

The wrongful act of an individual, un
supported by any such authority (State au
thority), 1s simply a private wrong, or a 
crime of that individual; an invasion of the 
rights of the injured party, it is true, whether 
they affect his person, his property, or his 
reputation; but if not sanctioned in some 
way by the State, nor not done under State 

authority, his rights remain in full force 
and may presumably be vindicated by a 
resort to the laws of the State for redress. 
An individual cannot deprive a man of his 
right to vote, to hold property, to buy and 
sell, to sue in the courts, or be a witness or 
a juror; he may, by force or fraud, interfere 
with enjoyment of the right in a particular 
case; he may commit an assault against the 
person, or commit murder, or use ruffian vio
lence at the polls, or slander the good name 
of a fellow citizen; but, unless protected in 
these wrongful acts by some shield of State 
law or State authority, he cannot destroy 
or injure the rights; he will only render 
himself amenable to satisfaction or punish
ment; and amenable therefore to the laws 
of the State where the wrongful acts are 
committed. 

This case can be read with much profit, 
and with assurance that neither the 13th 
nor the 14th amendment authorizes leg
islation except as against State action, 
and can never descend to the individual 
in any Sta·te. lt should be a matter of 
interest that these cases just referred to 
and discussed were rendered on October 
15, 1883, and at a time when many of 
those who had a part in the passage of 
the 13th, 14th, and 15th amendments 
were living. 

Now, Mr. President, from this short 
elementary recitation of the constitu
tionallaw covering the matter before the 
Senate today, it must become evident to 
those willing to see the facts that the 
measure we are being asked to vote for 
could not itself pass a valid test of con
stitutionality. It violates the · Constitu
tion by going beyond the limits pre
scribed by the 14th amendment. It 
violates the spirit of the 14th amendment 
to the Constitution by extending certain 
protections to certain classes of citizens 
while ignoring other citizens similarly 
situated. 

In pointing up how this so-called civil 
rights bill discriminates against certain 
classes of people or against certain 
classes of activities, let me quote my col
league from North Carolina on this sub
ject when he spoke of it in the 1959 civil 
rights hearings. The Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], who has well pre
sented the case against the bill before 
us today, was at that time discussing 
with the then Attorney General Rogers 
some proposed civil rights legislation in 
which the Attorney General would sue 
in behalf of certain persons denied equal 
protection of the laws and in which it 
would be a Federal crime to oppose with 
violence school desegregation. And he 
was stating how this legislation sought 
rights for some while neglecting the 
rights of others and punished some and 
neglected the punishment of others. I 
now quote the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN]: 

The two pending bills do not seem to be 
concerned about securing the equal protec
tton of the laws for all people. They a.re con
cerned solely with certain selected groups. 
... doesn't the due-process clause of the 
Fifth Amendment prohibit COngress from 
passing a. law a.pplloa.ble to some people and 
not applicable to other people in exactly the 
same situation? 

These b1lls-S. 456 and S. 810-restrict the 
power of the Attorney General to bring suits 
for the benefit of persons who have been 
denied the equal protection of the laws on 
acoount of certain things, and not on ac
count of other things. They don't apply to all 

in the same situation-to a.ll denied the 
equal protection of the laws. 

To pass these bills would be jus,t about as 
bad constitutionally as to pass a. law provid
ing that the federal government should sue 
at taxpayers' expense to secure the equal pro
tection of the laws for redheaded people, but 
not for baldheaded people. I can't see how 
the federal government can pick out certain 
groups and make them the favorites of the 
law under constitutional provisions which 
apply to all people equally. 

I also think it wm be unwise from now on 
until such time as the last lingering echo of 
Gabriel's horn trembles into ultimate si
lence for the Congress to pick out special 
groups of people and make them favorites 
of the law in a country whose ~oud boast it 
is that everybody stands equal before the 
law. 

What I wonder about it why you pick out 
one group of citizens in this btll and exclude 
all other groupe of citizens in like circum
stances doing the same thing and provide 
for the punishment of one group, but all 
the other group to remain exempt. 

You say that the people that resort to vio
lence to prevent the enforcement of a par
ticular kind of a decision of the Federal court 
shall be guilty of a Federal criminal offense. 
whereas other people who resort to violence 
to prevent the enforcement of other decrees 
of the Federal court shall not be punished by 
Federal courts for a crime. 

To those of us who fervently wish to, 
at long last, see the end of the racial 
strife which divided our people, eroded 
our institutions, infiamed our passions, 
and preoccupied our nationaJ. life for so 
long, it is distressing to see once again 
efforts, motivated by honest intentions, 
which would rekindle the worst fears of 
racial consciousness which today we are 
well on the way to overcoming without 
the assistance of Federal bayonets or the 
FBI. 

Good will and tolerance in the South 
have grown and are growing voluntarily 
under the leadership of the good people 
of both r8tCes, and should continue to in
crease, provided there is not the con
tinued interference by the Federal Gov
ernment. Unfortunately, there has al
ready been too much interference. 

And so I say, Mr. President, if the Sen
ators who propose this type of legislation 
are really sincere, if they are acting from 
truly altruistic considerations, and are 
not merely making a grandstand play 
motivated by political considerations, 
then they will reconsider, study the facts, 
and have the courage to withdraw this 
unnecessary. meaningless, and dangerous 
proposed legislation. 

By and large, the people of my part 
of the country have shouldered the re
sponsibility of setting their communities 
on the path of progressive moderation. 
Racial integration is a fact in the South. 
Our people have made great strides in 
setting aside old prejudices and are pit
ting their every resource to bringing 
about a social and economic renaissance 
which holds promise of a better life for 
every citizen, regardless of his race. 

We of the South have been much ma
ligned for our opposition to the various 
civil rights proposals down through the 
years. By their proponents we have been 
accused of the grossest of things. But the 
one thing of which no one can justifiably 
accuse us is a lack of sincerity 1n our 
dedication to our Constitution and the 
freedoms which it guarantees. Southern 
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Senators and Representatives hold hon
ored positions in the history of this coun
try, and their contributions to the good 
of the Nation are too great to be de
tailed at this time. 

It is always with a certain amount of 
regret that I hear of someone question
ing the motives of southerners in their 
resistance to civil rights legislation. My 
prime motivation in opposing all such 
legislation has been the abiding hope of 
preserving for the people the constitu
tional principles upon which this Nation 
was founded. For perseverance in this 
regard, I am prepared to put my record 
alongside that of any Southern Senator. 

One will search in vain to find that my 
remarks have ever been disrespectful of 
the Negro or unsympathetic to his prob
lems. It would be folly to contend that 
some of the most misguided of southern
ers have not exploited and mistreated 
the Negro, but my colleagues know v~ 
well the record of the Senator from Lou
isiana on this matter. And I am proud to 
say that has been the attitude of other 
members of my family in public service, 
including my father. We have always be
lieved the Negro's thinking was very 
much akin to that of other less-privileged 
Americans, and we have constantly 
sought to provide him, along with other 
less-privileged Americans, the social and 
economic opportunity and capability to 
improve his lot. 

I number among my good friends 
many Negroes whose good will I esteem 
and appreciate. I have discussed this 
subject with them many times and do 
not know of a single one who considers 
me 1nrtloler:alllt of, or md11ferent to, their 
natural desires to improve their situa
tion and attain all the benefits our so
ciety has to offer. 

Few people in this country are dedi
cated to keeping 20 million Negro Amer
icans at a subservient and inferior social 
and economic level; indeed, most of us 
would like to see the Negro advance and 
take his rightful place, fully enjoying all 
the rights and privileges of American 
citizenship. The question that locks this 
great body in argument year after year 
is how best to approach that goal. Ne
groes have made phenomenal progress 
in this country in the past few decades, 
but I for one question whether such 
measures as that before us today w111 
accelerate or impede that progress. 

Surely, Mr. President, this bill's pro
ponents are conscious of these very con
spicuous shortcoming that I and some of 
my colleagues have tried to bring to light 
during the course of this debate. 

I believe they do, but they apparently 
are willing to gloss over these failings in 
their unending quest to placate and 
pamper this minority group. The truth 
is that, though such a law has been 
proved unnecessary, matters have 
reached the point that the administra
tion must undertake some gesture, I sup
pose, no matter how idle, to keep its 
stock high among Negro militants. 

The Federal Government, through its 
permissive attitude in recent years, has 
only itself to blame for the spiraling 
disregard for the law now so rampant 
in this country. 

The hundreds of senseless riots which 
have seriously scarred scores of our al-

ready ailing urban communities have 
their origins in the less destructive but 
morally corroding "civil disobedience" 
demonstrations of a few years ago. 

Just as a single diseased cell 'develops 
into a killing cancer, so has the en
treaties of a misguided few to ignore 
those laws one does not agree with, 
spawned a widespread disregard for law 
and order generally. The material and 
inevitable result has been the ultimate 
in lawlessness, wanton killing, and sense
less, destructive rioting in the streets. 

We might trace this ominous develop
ment from a so-called civil rights march 
led by Dr. Martin Luther King in the 
streets of Birmingham in March of 1963. 
At that time, Dr. King addressed a tense 
crowd with inflammatory words saying 
that they should "break the laws which 
one considers unjust." 

At the time of this act, Dr. King was 
defying a court order as he led a march 
of more than a thousand Negroes, march
ing, singing, and shouting through the 
streets of Birmingham, Ala. 

For his efforts, Dr. King was charged 
with violation of a city ordinance in 
parading without a permit and also with 
defying a State court injunction against 
demonstrations. 

There had been a great deal of opposi
tion in the Birmingham Negro commu
nity of more than 100,000, since the 
demonstration came just as a new and 
moderate city administration was taking 
office in that city. 

From the Birmingham jail, where he 
landed for his efforts, King wrote an in
flammatory letter which gained wide rec
ognition in its pleas for Negroes to dis
obey those laws they felt to be un
just. 

Many Negroes reacted to this dubious 
leadership by setting off a string of racial 
demonstrations throughout the United 
States. An article in the Shreveport 
Times of July 31, 1963, lists 135 commu
nities in 32 States plus the District of 
Columbia where these racial incidents 
took place. To quote this article: 

There have been many more than 185 
demonstrations--in some cities they take 
place day after day and several times a 
day. 

Demonstrations range in scope fram Hamp
ton, Va., where two Negroes were escorted 
from a privately-owned amusement park, to 
Detroit where more than 100,000 paraded 
downtown in a massive walk for freedom. 

Generally, however, the number of demon
strators ranged from a few dozen to several 
hundred, though in some, participants were 
numbered in the thousands. 

In possibly a dozen of the communities, 
the only demonstration held was a memorial 
march or service for Jackson, Miss., NAACP 
leader Medgar EverS. On the other hand, 
some, including Cambridge, Md., and Sa
vannah, have been under virtual siege. 

In New York City, seven demonstrations, 
including a sit-in at governor's office, were 
held in two-day periods (July 9-10). In addi
tion to several Negro demonstrations in At
lanta during the period covered, white cit
izens on July 1, picketed several restaurant!> 
which recently had admitted Negroes. 

In what must go down as the out
standing non sequiter of all time, Dr. 
King's contribution to the disruption of 
the internal peace and good will of ana
tion of 200 million people resulted in his 
being !tJapped for the Nobel Peace Prize 
in 1964. 

Mr. President, can you imagine that? 
Here is a man who starts a drive to put 
the great cities of America to the torch 
by urging people to disobey laws, saying, 
"If you think the law is unjust, you 
should not obey it." Having started this 
trend, Dr. King received ,the Nobel P.rize 
for his efforts. 

In Dr. King's acceptance speech, he 
told the world, "I accept this prize on 
behalf of all men who love peace and 
brotherhood." But one must consider the 
results--not just the words. 

What we once called demonstrations 
turned by 1965, under preachments of 
violence by Negro leaders, to what can 
only be described as riots or criminal dis
orders. Statistics tell the story of how 
these riots developed in succeeding years 
to a national shame and a veritable ca
tastrophe, for the relations between peo
ple of different races. 

In 1965, five major riots occurred; two 
in the South at Bogalusa, La., and Sel
ma, Ala. The other 1965 major riots were 
in Philadelphia, Chicago, and in the 
Watts area of Los Angeles. Out of this 
violence 36 people died-three of these 
law officers and 33 civilians. A total of 
1,206 persons were injured. The types of 
crimes committed covered sniping, loot
ing, vandalism, arson, interference with 
firemen, and a host of others. Police made 
10,245 arrests. The property damage dur
ing these 1965 riots amounted to over 
$40 million. 

In the following year of 1966, the riots 
spread to 20 different serious incidents. 
Ten persons were killed, 467 persons in
jured. Over 2,000 arrests were made. The 
toll in property damage was over $10 
million. 

With the 1966 experience as a point 
of reference, the press began predicting 
early in 1967 that in the coming sum
mer months, the country would be torn 
with racial strife on a much larger scale. 
To quote the magazine, U.S. News & 
World Report, of May 1, 1967: 

The summer of 1967 is likely to be another 
"long, hot summer" of rioting and racial con
filet. 

That is the forecast from many people in 
positions to know the situation all across the 
country. 

Last year, it is remembered, was a record 
riot year, with outbreaks in 38 cities--small 
cities as well as big ones. 

This year, it is reported, the mood among 
Negroes is no better and may, in fact be 
worse. Their leaders are described as grow
ing more militant. 

"Bl~:~.ck power" advocates such as Stokely 
Carmichael are accused of stirring Negro 
youth to anger. 

Violence already has erupted this spring: 
in Nashville, after a series of Carmichael 
speeches; in Cleveland, the scene of a mas
sive riot last summer; in Louisville, and in 
Massman, Ohio. 

I pause at that place in the quotation 
to point out that this bill will protect 
Stokely Carmichael, when he goes to 
these places, sowing the seeds of hatred, 
violence, murder, sniping, arson, the 
worst of violence. The last thing the peo
ple of America want is the passage of a 
bill that would benefit Stokely Carmi
chael in his conduct. 

I continue the quotation: 
To get a first-hand report of the nation

wide situation and outlook, "U.S. News and 
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World Report" sent members of its staff into 
potential trouble spots in all parts of the 
country. They talked to national and local 
Negro leaders, ofHcials and police in more 
than 25 cities. 

What this survey showed was widespread 
alarm. 

In some cities there is optimism that out
breaks will be avoided. Even optimists agree, 
however, that the potential for racial trou
ble exists and it would take only a spark
such as the arrest of a Negro--

Mr. President; this is indeed a very 
prophetic article-
to set off an explosion. 

That means a legal arrest of someone 
who should be apprehended-would end 
in a holocaust. 

Further quoting: 
Virtually all the causes of Negro bitterness 

that existed last year remain-and other ir
ritants are found to have been added. New 
battlefronts are seen developing, with danger 
spreading more widely-from Negro neigh
borhoods into white areas of big cities, from 
large cities to smaller towns and from coastal 
areas into the midlands. 

Danger also is believed to be growing that 
more whites will turn to violence--fight back 
against rioters or attack Negro demon
strators. This could lead to growing bitter
ness among people of Puerto Rican and Mexi
can backgrounds who feel that their prob
lems are being neglected while Negroes get 
aid. 

Where are riots most likely to erupt? 
"Hardly any community in this country 

can call itself immune to trouble this com
ing summer," says Floyd McKissick, national 
director of the Congress of Racial Equality 
(CORE) , which has 200 branches in 43 states. 

It was Mr. McKissick who called the turn 
last spring by naming in advance eight cities 
where rioUI occurred and predicting the like
lihood of trouble in as many as 40 cities. 

One can only surmise that Mr. McKis
sick and some of his associates did their 
best to make sure riots would occur in 
the cities which he designated had the 
possibility of having riots. 

This year, when asked to name the most 
likely trouble spots, Mr. McKissick told U.S. 
News & World Repor.t: 

"Cleveland stands out like a very sore 
thumb. Nearly every city in New Jersey 1s in 
bad Jtro\t.ble. I'd bet that New Jersey wdl1 
never get through the summer without 
trouble. 

"Among other cities, I'd name New York, 
Detroit, Omaha, Kansas O:l.ty, st. Louis and 
especially East St. Louis, Chicago-

Where Dr. King did his best to stir 
people UP--
Gary, Ind., San Francisco and Oakland, Los 
Angeles, of course, and also Washington, 
D.C." 

The Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 
warned on April 16 that at least 10 cities 
are "powder kegs" that could "explode in 
racial violence this summer." He named 
among those cities: New York, Cleveland, 
Chicago, Los Angeles, Oakland, Washington 
and Newark, N.J. 

As head of the Southern Christian Lead
ership Conference, Dr. King says: 

"I'll stm preach nonviolence with all my 
might, but I'm afraid it wm fall on deaf 
ears. The intolerable conditions which 
brought about racial violence last summer 
still exist." 

Roy Wilkins, executive director of the 
National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People (NAACP), told U.S. News 
& World Report: 

"I will not say that we are going to have 
a 'loD;g. hot summer,' or that there are ex
plosive spots in this country, because, hon
estly, I don't know. I can't name any cities 
that are more explosive than others. 

"But I know that in urban concentrations 
where one of three Negro teen-agers is un
employed you have the potential for irre
sponsible violence--violence that is illogi
cal, not traceable to any one spark or under
lying reason." 

The spread of rioting into smaller cities 
last year is widely read as a warning of more 
widespread trouble this year~ 

"The danger spots are no longer confined 
to the ghettos in large Northern cities, nor 
to the suburbs around big cities," says Mr. 
McKissick. 

"The danger exists in any city where there 
are sizable numbers of Negroes whose hopes 
have been denied and who feel they are 
pawns in this system. The danger is spread
ing to smaller towns in many parts of the 
country." 

In the past, major riots have occurred out
side the South. This year Dr. King reports 
he is fearful of riots in Southern cities, and 
Mr. McKissick says: 

"I wouldn't name any one city in the South 
as a danger spot. But I wouldn't gamble on 
any city being safe--even in the South." 

It was in Nashville, a Southern city, that 
the riot season of 1967 got off to an _unusually 
early start on April 8. 

Jackie Robinson, first Negro to play base
ball in the major leagues, warns that rioting 
this year is likely to move out of Negro neigh
borb,oocis into white areas of big oLties. He 
put it this way: "If we don't end our prob
lems, I'm very much concerned with what 
could be a very hot summer-riot in Harlem 
or in Watts, but a hot summer on 42nd 
Street; in Beverly H1lls and in the suburbs." 

Why? Mr. Robinson reports this: 
"People have been saying to me, 'Why 

should we run around shooting and looting 
in our areas? If we are going to create the 
problem, we'll create it in other areas.' 

"In riots of past years, white people have 
tended to stay away from the scene, leave 
the trouble to police and National Guard 
troops. Direct confrontations between white 
mobs and black mobs have been largely 
avoided. This year, in some cities, you hear 
talk that things will be different. If rioting 
starts, says Jackie Robinson, 'I think whites 
are definitely at the point where there's 
going to be fighting back.' 

"When Negroes demonstrated against re
jection of an open-housing ordinance in 
Louisville in mid-April, they were heckled 
and stoned by whites. 

"Dr. King talks of leading new Negro 
marches into white neighborhoods of Chi
cago and Cicero, Ill., where similar marches 
drew white attacks last year." 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, I 
am fully convinced that when marches 
of this sort are organized, it is the inten
tion of those who organize them to pro
voke just that kind of reaction. If they 
do not provoke it, they do not get the 
publicity they seek; so they have to pro
voke it in order to gain the kind of recog
nition and attention that they desire. 

"Revival of the Ku Klux Klan in some 
areas of the country is stirring fear of pro
vocative action by whites." 

I pause here, Mr. President, to say that 
there is evidence these Ku Klux Klan 
klaverns actually were organized because 
of this very thing. These people move 
forward, encouraging Negroes to demon
strate, to violate the rights of others, 
and to refuse to obey the laws that they 
do not like; and persons, finding them
selves imposed upon, organize to defend 

themselves against it. I suppose sooner 
or later people will find it necessary to 
organize in all parts of the country to de
fend themselves against the kind of mis
chief some of these activities create. 

Unfortunately for all Americans, the 
prediction of racial violence for the sum
mer of 1967 came true in full measure. 
In a total of 76 major incidents spread 
over practically every State in the Union, 
North, South, East, and West, wholesale 
Negro violence was an almost nightly 
affair in the streets of our cities. Nearly 
100 persons were slain. 

Here is a situation where, in the last 
year, nearly 100 people were killed. 
Nearly 2,000 were injured. Police re
ported 4,289 cases of arson alone. Over 
16,000 rioters were arrested. The esti
mated property loss was in the neighbor
hood of $160 million. The estimated eco
nomic loss to riot-torn businesses was 
over $504 million. 

Here is Congress, talking about pass
ing a law which deals in part with the 
deaths of three civil rights workers in 
Mississippi. However, their culprits have 
been prosecuted under existing State 
and Federal law and found guilty by a 
jury, and yet Congress now proposes to 
completely ignore this situation that the 
whole Nation is stirred up about, which, 
in 1967 alone, resulted, as I have stated, 
in 100 people being killed and 2,000 in
jured, 4,289 cases of arson, 16,000 rioters 
arrested, property damage in the neigh
borhood of $160 million, and economic 
loss to riot-torn businesses of $504 mil
lion. 

That is something the public of this 
country is very much concerned about. 
Mr. President, as a matter of putting first 
matters first, I shall insist, before we 
come to a final vote on this matter, that 
the Senate have an opportunity to vote 
on doing something about these riots. 
Think of that: 100 people killed, 2,000 
people injured-many of them innocent 
bystanders. Consider also that this kind 
of mischief required ~e police and the 
National Guard to arrest 16,000 rioters. 

Mr. President, that is more than a 
whole division of U.S. Army. What are 
we coming to in this country? 

I have here, Mr. President, a proposed 
amendment that I will send to the desk, 
after I have read it, and ask that it be 
printed so that it will be available so that 
Senators can consider it. 

This proposal would strike at the very 
thing which really concerns the people 
of this country: the rights and the safety 
of 200 million Americans whose property 
and whose very lives have been seriously 
endangered in the year 1967 and prior 
years as a result, in my judgment, of this 
doctrine, first proposed and advocated by 
Martin Luther King and his group, that 
one should not obey the laws that stand 
in the way of alleged ''civil rights"; if one 
does not like the law, just disobey it. That 
advocacy enhanced by the Nobel Peace 
Prize in my judgment has in large meas
ure brought on all these riots and pre
sented the need for action. 

Let me read what I believe should def
initely be in this bill, whether it is there 
as a substitute for the original bill or as 
an amendment to it. I would say this, in 
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my judgment, is even more essential than 
the Ervin amendment. In fact, I think 
this amendment, either as such or as a 
substitute for the bill, would be a good 
bill, or, as an amendment, would put 
some good in here to offset some of the 
mischief I find in the present bill. 

The substantive provisions of my 
amendment reads as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 517 

TITLE II-ciVIL OBEDIENCE 
SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 201. This title may be cited as the 
"Civil Obedience Act of 1968". 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR ACTS COMMl'l"l'ED IN 

CIVIL DISORDERS 

SEc. 202. (a) Title 18, United States Code, 
1s amended by inserting after chapter 101 
thereof the following new chapter: 

"Chapter 102.-Civil Disorders 
"Sec. 
"2101. Civil Disorders. 
"2102. Definitions. 
"2103. Preemption. 
"§ 2101. Civil disorders: 

"(a) (1) Whoever (A) travels in commerce 
or uses any fac111ty or instrumentality of 
commerce with intent to incite or instigate a 
civil disorder, or (B) incites or instigates a 
civil disorder which in any way or degree ob
structs, delays, or adversely affects commerce 
or the movement of any article or commodity 
in commerce or the conduct or performance 
of any federally protected function; or 

"(2) Whoever (A) travels in commerce or 
uses any fac111ty or instrumentality of com
merce with intent to teach or demonstrate 
to any other person the use, application, or 
making of any firearm or explosive or incen
diary device, or technique capable of causing 
injury or death to persons, knowing or having 
reason to know or intending that the same 
will be unlawfully employed for use in, or in 
furtherance of, a civil disorder, or (B) 
teaches or demonstrates to any other person 
the use, application, or making of any such 
firearm, device, or technique knowing or hav
ing reason to know or intending that the 
same will be unlawfully employed for use in, 
or in furtherance of, a civil disorder which 
may in any way or degree obstruct, delay, or 
adversely affect commerce or the movement 
of any article or commodity in commerce or 
the conduct or performance of any federally 
protected function; or 

"(3) Whoever transports or manufactures 
for transportation in commerce any firearm, 
or explosive or incendiary device, knowing or 
having reason ·to know or intending that the 
same will be us~d unlawfully in furtherance 
of a civil disorder; or 

"(4) Whoever (A) t:r~avels in commerce or 
uses any facility or instrumentality of com
merce with intent to commit or threaten to 
commit any unlawful act of violence against 
persons or property in furtherance of a civil 
disorder, including, but not limited to, snip
ing or shooting at persons with any firearm 
or using any explosive or incendiary device 
to destroy or damage property, or (B) com
mits or threatens to commit any such un
lawful act of violence against persons or 
property in furtherance of a civil disorder 
which in any way or degree obstructs, delays, 
or adversely affects comm·erce or the move
ment of any article or commodity in com
merce or the conduct or performance of any 
Federally protected function; or 

"(5) Whoever (A) moves or travels in com
merce or uses any facility or instrumentality 
of commerce wtth intent to commit or 
threaten to commit any act to obstruct, im
pede, or interfere with any fireman or law 
enforcement officer engag.ed in the perform
ance of his official duties incident to and 
during the commission of a civil disorder, or 

(B) commits or threwtens to commit any act 
to obstruct, impede, or interfere with any 
fir.eman or law enforcement officer engaged 
in the performance of his offi.cial duties inci
dent to and during the commission of a civil 
disorder which in any way or degree obstructs, 
delays, or adversely affects commerce or the 
movement of any article or commodity in 
commerce or the conduct or performance of 
any Federally protected function; or 

"(6) Whoever, in the course of or incident 
to the occurrence of a civil disorder, unlaw
fully takes anything of value (A) from any 
establishment if such establishment sells or 
offers for sale to interstate travelers a sub
stantial portion of the articles, commodities, 
or services it sells or if a substantial portion 
of the articles or commodities which it sells 
have moved in commerce (B) from any com
mercial warehouse, building, or other struc
ture if a substantial portion of the articles or 
commodities contained therein have moved 
in commerce or are intended for use in an 
establishment which sells or offers for sale 
to interstate travelers a substantial portion 
of th.e articles or commodities which such 
establishment sells, or (C) from any automo
bile, truck, or other motor vehicle which is 
engag·ed in commerce; or 

"(7) W~oever uses any firearms to snipe 
or shoot at any person or motor vehicle mov
ing or traveling on, or within the limits of 
any highway (including the entire right-of
way of any higllway) located on the Federal
aid primary system or the Interstate System, 
as designated pursuant to title 23 -of the 
United States Code, or throws or uses any 
brick, rock, or object of any kind with intent 
to impede or interfere with any person or 
motor vehicle moving or traveling on, or 
within .the limits, of any such highway-

"Shall be fined not more than $10,000 or 
imprisoned not more than five years, or both. 

"(b) Nothing contained in this section 
shall make unlawful any act of any law en
forcement officer which is performed in the 
lawful performance of his official duties. 
"§ 2102. Definitions 

"For purposes of this chapter: 
" ( 1) The term 'civil disorder' means any 

public disturbance involving acts of violence 
by assemblages of three or more persons, 
which causes an immediate danger of or 
results in damage or injury to the property 
or person of any other individual. 

"(2) The term 'commerce' means com
merce (A) between any State or the District 
of Columbia and any place outside thereof; 
(B) between points within any State or the 
District of Columbia, but through any place 
outside thereof; or (C) wholly within the 
District of Columbia. 

"(3) The term 'fac111ty or instrumentality 
of commerce' includes, but is not limited to, 
the United States mail, telephone, or tele
graph. 

"(4) The term 'federally protected func
tion' means any function, operation, or action 
carried out, under the laws of the United 
States, by any department, agency, or instru
mentality of the United States or by an om
cer or employee thereof; and such term shall 
specifically include, but not be limited to, 
the collection, and distribution of the United 
States mails. 

" ( 5) The term 'firearms' means any weap
on which is designed to or may readily be 
converted to expel any projectile by the ac
tion of -an explosive; or the frame or receiver 
of any such weapon. 

"(6) The term 'explosive or incendiary 
device' means (A) dynamite and all other 
forms of high explosives, (B) any explosive 
bomb, grenade, missile, or similar device, and 
(C) any incendiary bomb or grenade, fire 
bomb, or similar device, including any device 
which (i) consists of or includes a breakable 
container including a flammable liquid or 

compound and a wick composed of any mate
rial which, when ignited, is capable of ignit
ing such flammable liquid or compound, and 
(11) can be carried or thrown by one individ
ual acting alone. 

"(7) The term 'fireman' means any mem
ber of a fire department (including a volun
teer fire department) of any State, any politi
cal subdivision of a State, or the District of 
Columbia. 

"(8) The term 'law enforcement officer' 
means any officer or employee of the United 
States, any State, any political subdivision 
of a State, or the District of Columbia, while 
engaged in ·the enforcement or prosecution 
of any of the criminal laws of the United 
States, a State, any political subdivision of 
a State, or the District of Columbia; and such 
term shall specifically include, but shall not 
'be limited to, members of the National 
Guard, as defined in section 101(9) of title 
10, United States Code, members of the or
ganized m111tia of any State, or territory of 
the United States, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, or the District of Columbia, not 
included within the definition of National 
Guard as defined by such section 101(9), and 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, while engaged in suppressing acts 
of violence or restoring law and order during 
a ci vii disorder. 
"§ 2103. Preemption 

"Nothing contained in this chapter shall 
be construed as indicating an intent on the 
part of Congress to occupy the field in which 
any provisions of the chapter operate to the 
exclusion of State or local laws on the same 
subject matter, nor shall any provision of 
this chapter be construed to invalidate any 
provision of State law unless such provision 
is inconsistent with any of the purposes of 
this chapter or any provision thereof." 

(b) The table of contents to "Part I.
Crimes" of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after 

"101. Records and reports------------2071" 
a new chapter reference as follows: 

"102. Civil disorders __________________ 2101" 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
prescribe penalties for certain acts of vio
lence or intimidation and for certain acts 
commttted tn cdv11 disooders, and fJOr other 
purposes." 

Title n contains the substantive pro
visions of the proposed amendment and 
is entitled "Civil Obedience Act of 1968." 
It is designed to give balance to the pend
ing civil rights bill by recognizing that 
not only do citizens have rights which 
may have to be protected but citizens 
have obligations and duties to respect 
the rights of others. 

Title II enumerates certain acts occur
ring during civil disorders which consti
tute Federal crimes and become punish
able by imprisonment or fines or both. 

The following acts relating to or com
mitted during civil disorders would be 
considered as Federal crimes-the term 
"civil disorder" means any public dis
turbance involving acts of violence by 
assemblages of three or more persons, 
which causes an immediate danger of or 
results in damage or injury to the prop
erty or person of any other individual: 

First. Intention to incite a riot by an 
individual, traveling in commerce, or 
actually inciting a riot which adversely 
affects the free flow of goods or interferes 
with a governmental function such as the 
mails. 

Second. Intention by persons traveling 
in commerce to teach other individuals 
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how to discharge a gun or to use any 
other dangerous weapons with the pur
pose in mind to create a civil disorder 
or engaging in such acts so as to ad
versely affect the free fiow of goods in 
interstate commerce. 

Third. The transporting or moving of 
firearms, so-called Molotov cocktails, or 
other dangerous weapons for use in con
nection with riots. 

Fourth. Sniping or shooting at persons 
or using so-called Molotov cocktails dur
ing a riot which impedes or delays the 
free fiow of goods. 

Fifth. Interfering with the lawful per
formance of the duty of a fireman or 
police officer during a civil disorder. This 
would also include any assaults at
tempted on members of the National 
Guard units and members of the Armed 
Forces--such as those activated during 
some of the summer riots in 1967. 

Sixth. Looting during a civil disorder 
from establishments engaged in the sale 
of or stocking interstate goods as well 
as looting from any automobile, truck, 
or other motor vehicle engaged in com
merce. 

Seventh. Sniping and shooting at any 
person or automobile or other motor ve
hicle which is traveling on a Federal-aid 
highway. Also throwing bricks or rocks 
or any other object with the intent to 
interfere with the travel of that person 
or vehicle on such highways. 

Conviction of any of the foregoing 
crimes would subject the individual to 
a fine of not more than $10,000 and im
prisonment of not more than 5 years, or 
both. 

In the event that a murder results 
from any of the foregoing acts, the State 
law would necessarily become operative 
and the penalties prescribed by the State 
for such a murder would come into play. 

Title II also contains a protection 
clause for law enforcement omcers 
which specifically exempts them from 
the criminal penalties should any of 
their actions during a riot result from 
the lawful performance of omcial duties. 
This protection is designed to give police 
omcers of the country assurance that 
lawful performance of their duties will 
not subject them to conviction of the 
Federal offenses contained in title n. 

It is important to note that this pro
posed amendment reaches both the indi
vidual who travels between States as well 
as the individual who resides in ,a specific 
State. 

It achieves this objective by making it 
a crime for an individual traveling be
tween States to intend to incite a riot, to 
assault, or to interfere with lawful au
thority. 

On the other hand, an individual who 
resides in a State and who engages in 
sniping, looting, arson, or any of the 
other criminal aots set forth in the 
amendment need only interfere by his 
actions with goods shipped in interstate 
commerce or activities of a governmental 
nature to be guilty of the proposed pre
scribed Federal crimes. This amendment 
therefore would reach not only the Rap 
Browns and Stokely Camnichaels blllt in
dividuals whom they persuade to engage 
in riotous action and who otherwise 

might not be subject to criminal sanc
tions. 

There are a number of other thoughts 
which occur to me concerning ways in 
which our citizens can be safe on the 
streets and protected from the violence 
and mischief that they have suffered as 
a result of the hatred and ill will existing 
between races, hatred and ill will that has 
been stirred by such people as Stokely 
Carmichael, Rap Brown, Mr. McKissick, 
and others. 

I shall perhaps enlarge my proposal 
later, to make these people responsible 
for what occurs as a result of their con
duct, and to try to make those people 
themselves liable for civil damages, as 
well as criminally liable, for the great in
jury they have done to society. I invite 
other Senators to review my proposal and 
perhaps consider offering suggestions 
on how to expand it to afford greater 
protection to our defenseless and un
protected citizenry. 

A matter comes to mind that might be 
considered. It happened in my hometown 
recently. After the inflammatory 
speeches of Rap Brown and Stokely Car
michael, while most of our Negro com
munity did not heed them, a few people 
seemed to have been stirred up by them, 
to the extent that we have had sniping at 
cars traveling on the interstate highway 
and brickbats being thrown through 
windshields of cars traveling on the in
terstate highway. 

Recently, at one of the principal street 
corners, where a great deal of traffic 
passes, some young Negroes kept throw
ing rocks at cars, until :finally one of the 
rocks hit a white boy on a motorcycle 
and killed him. That was a very unfortu
nate event. The people who did it have 
been arrested. But the people who are re
sponsible for it, who are fundamentally 
responsible for it, are not ·so much the 
persons who threw those stones as are 
the Carmichaels and the Rap Browns, 
who stirred those people to engage in 
that type of conduct and persuaded them 
that that is what they should do. 

If we are going to seek to pass a civil 
rights bill, it should be a bill that would 
protect the public from irresponsible 
rabble rousers, instead of a bill that 
wouid protect such persons from the 
public. 

So we have an opportunity here to 
strive to protect everY-body's civil 
rights-the rights 6-f 200 million people, 
rather than the rights of a limited num
ber. 

Mr. President, I have quite a bit of ma
terial that I should like to discuss. I be
lieve it will take several hours, and I do 
not believe I should seek to do it all at 
this late hour, because not many Sena
tors will be present in the Chamber to 
hear it. 

Therefore, I ask that the amendment 
I discussed be received and printed and 
lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 

if no other Senators desire to speak at 

this time, I move that the Senate stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 3 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
January 30, 1968, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nomination received by the 

Senate January 29, 1968: 
U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE 

Edward J. Schwartz, of California, to be 
U.S. district judge for the southern district 
of California, vice James M. Carter, elevated. 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post
masters: 

ALABAMA 

Shelton C. Alexander, Theodore, Ala., in 
place of S. E. Harding, retired. 

ARIZONA 

Benjam1n A. MUIIlOZ, SolOm.on, .Al"iz., in 
place of M. W. Kempton, retired. 

CONNECTICUT 

Joseph G. Vallo, Canton, Conn., in place of 
W. G. Adams, retired. 

Ralph G. Gidlund, Canton Center, Conn., 
in place of G. C. Case, retired. 

FLORIDA 

Astrid 0. Mascoe, Bokeelia, Fla., 1n place of 
C. C. Knight, deceased. 

Harry E. Gathell, Elfers, Fla., 1n place o! 
E. A. Boyd, retired. 

Leo A. Acree, Kissimmee, Fla., 1n place of 
F. S. Ledbetter, Jr., retired. 

INDIANA 

V. Thomas Fettig, Seymour, Ind., in place 
of I. R. Love, deceased. 

IOWA 

Maurice L. Clark, Panora, Iowa, in place of 
D. D. Dygert, decline. 

MISSOURI 

Rex L. Luamn, Conway, Mo., in place of 
J. C. Smith, retired. 

Ernest Wing, Sunrise Beach, Mo., in place 
of L. J. Thickstun, retired. 

NEW YORK 

Edgar J. Yelle, Au Sable Forks, N.Y., in 
place of J. J. Murphy, retired. 

Richard W. Dennelly, Great Neck, N.Y., in 
place of J. 0. Kline, deceased. 

Frank V. Farsetta, Pearl River, N.Y., 1n 
place of J. V. Lynch, retired. 

Florence E. Green, P11fard, N.Y., in place of 
Anna Torcello, retired. 

Mason A. Gossoo, Shandaken, N.Y., in place 
of F. P. Platz, deceased. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Donald L. Hertz, Mandan, N. Dak., in place 
of J. J. Murray, retired. 

OHXO 

Paul R. Behun, Campbell, Ohio, in place of 
John Galida, retired. 

Karl R. Maul, New Washington, Ohio, 1n 
place of Joseph Yanka, retired. 

VmGINIJ\ 

Marion H. Meador, Jr., Cumberland, Va., 
in place of G. W. Garrett, retired. 

WISCONSIN 

Carol M. Hudson, Green Valley, Wis., in 
place of Lydia Sievert, deceased. 

Arthur C. Howell, Palmyra, Wis., 1n place 
of M. L. Sollars, resigned. 

Robert W. Walton, Plattevllle, Wis., in 
place of L. V. Newman, retired. 

Bradlford s. OrOeker, SOUitb. MIUW!aukee, 
Wis., 1n place of W. J. Corry, retired. 
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